University of Arkansas, Fayetteville

ScholarWorks@UARK
Graduate Theses and Dissertations
5-2020

Follow the Leader: A Followership Perspective in Restaurants
Courtney Troxtel
University of Arkansas, Fayetteville

Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarworks.uark.edu/etd
Part of the Family and Consumer Sciences Commons, and the Food and Beverage Management
Commons

Citation
Troxtel, C. (2020). Follow the Leader: A Followership Perspective in Restaurants. Graduate Theses and
Dissertations Retrieved from https://scholarworks.uark.edu/etd/3616

This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by ScholarWorks@UARK. It has been accepted for inclusion
in Graduate Theses and Dissertations by an authorized administrator of ScholarWorks@UARK. For more
information, please contact scholar@uark.edu.

Follow the Leader: A Followership Perspective in Restaurants

A thesis submitted in partial fulfillment
of the requirements for the degree of
Master of Science in Human Environmental Sciences

by

Courtney Troxtel
University of Arkansas
Bachelor of Science in Human Environmental Sciences, 2018

May 2020
University of Arkansas

This thesis is approved for recommendation to the Graduate Council.

Kelly A. Way, Ph.D.
Thesis Director

Dede Hamm, MS
Committee Member

Jill Rucker, Ph.D.
Committee Member

1

ABSTRACT
While leadership has been a popular research topic in the hospitality industry,
followership has a limited amount of research contributing to the body of knowledge. Followers
are a key aspect of the leadership equation; therefore, it is important to understand their role in
the industry. The purpose of this study is to explore the leadership theory of followership in
restaurants to examine the connections between followership training, voice behavior and
employee turnover rates. The study adds to the existing knowledge of followership in the
hospitality industry and provides ideas for future research and practical implications.
A descriptive survey was made online via Qualtrics utilizing snowball sampling. A total
of 114 respondents participated in the study, and a total of 36 were deemed to be usable. The
respondents completed the questionnaire that measured followership levels, followership
training, employee turnover rate, voice behavior levels, and demographic information.
The study revealed that restaurant employees felt that they had high levels of
followership and voice behavior. Based on the findings it was determined that respondents
believed that followership training was important, and that followership could aid in reducing
employee turnover rates in the restaurant industry. Results from this study can be used to
advance further research into followership and voice behavior within the hospitality industry, as
well as be applied in the field to reach desired outcomes.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Past research in leadership has focused mainly on the leader. While leaders play a crucial
role in the leadership research equation, followers are key components as well. Followership is a
leadership concept that focuses on the followers contributions in a dynamic circle of input
between leaders and followers.
Followership has just started to emerge as a topic of conversation, but with an immense
need for great followers it is not a leadership approach that should be ignored. Based on research
it is known that a vast amount of the work force are considered followers (Brown &
Thornborrow, 1996). In the workplace there is generally one leader for multiple employees;
however, when there are so many followers it isn’t efficient to focus solely on the one leader.
Each employee contributes to the success of the team but some of the previous literature only
documents how to improve one person in the group. Research even suggests the followers input
contributes to more of the success of the unit than the individual leader (Kelley, 1992). The
weight of the influence that followers carry should not be taken lightly, for without followers
there are no leaders. Many leaders start out as followers and they are often followers as well as
leaders in their current roles. Leaders generally wear more than one hat in their jobs: while they
may be considered a leader to several employees, most have a boss to report back to. For this
reason it is important that leaders know how to be good leaders but also good followers.
Effective followership starts with communication. Leaders and followers influence each
other (Northouse, 2018), but if this information cannot be passed freely between one another
than progress will likely be hindered. Looking at what is desired in a line of communication,
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research indicates that three communication themes emerge: trust, dependability, and no fear of
retribution.
Followers need to know they can trust their leader when speaking freely about new ideas.
If they do not trust the leader many followers will not be willing to speak (Gao, Janssen & Shi
2011). It is shown that being able to trust the leader will help to improve communication
(Hakanen & Soudunsaari, 2012). It is also important to value a line of communication that is
dependable. Employees should be able to consistently speak their mind. When leaders only listen
on occasion followers are unclear of when they can voice concerns or pitch new ideas.
Inconsistency demotivates followers and valuable input could be lost.
Training employees is an intricate part of any job. Employers want to make sure that
employees are properly trained to ensure career success. As evidence by the importance and
increased training in the area of leadership in the past several years (Alexander, Lynch &
Murray, 2009). When implemented correctly, leadership training courses have helped to
improve organizations (Hassan & Fuwad, 2013) by explaining the topic of leadership while
setting objectives / goals of the training session that will later parlay into company success.
Turnover has long been a highly researched topic in hospitality literature. Traditionally,
hospitality is an industry with exceedingly high turnover rates (National Restaurant Association,
2019) resulting in millions of dollars in hiring and training wages wasted. It is speculated in this
study that by utilizing the leadership concept of followership, hospitality organizations could
reduce their turnover rate. Money among other factors play a significant part of employee
retention, and one should not downplay the importance of the leadership at the organization and
its contribution to employee retention. As indicated in Model 1.
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Model 1

Problem Statement:
Restaurant employees do not have a trusted avenue to voice opinions, feelings, and
suggestions (influence leader attitudes, behaviors, and outcomes) related to daily operations and
leadership.

Purpose of Study:
The purpose of this study is to explore the leadership theory of followership in restaurants
to examine the connections between followership training, voice behavior and employee
turnover rates.

Research Questions:
1. Would instituting the theory of followership decrease employee turnover rates?
2. Are restaurant employees more likely to express voice behavior to their managers if they
used followership in their establishments?
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3. Do employees believe in the effectiveness of followership when an information session
on followership is presented during new worker orientation/training?
4. Do employees believe that participating in a followership exercise on the job or in
training would be beneficial in creating open lines of communication?

Assumptions and Limitations:
It is assumed that the participants will have restaurant experience to base their answers
on. In addition, it is assumed that participants answered the questionnaire honestly, accurately,
and objectively.

The research is limited in scope due to the following factors:

1. The participants of the study will be limited to hospitality followers and leaders within
restaurants in northwest Arkansas; therefore, the results cannot be generalized outside of
this target population. It is possible that employees from different populations may have
different experiences.
2. There was no way to ascertain whether responses represent the true opinion and
experiences of all participants.
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW
Training
Importance of training
The importance of training is well establish in previous literature. There are personal
benefits, job related benefits and career benefits that employees can gain from training (Chen,
2017). A few areas where training has been shown to positively correlate towards include:
increased competitive advantage (Jogaratnam, 2018; Channar, Talreja & Bai, 2015; Peterson,
2006), increased performance (Jogaratnam, 2018; Channar, Talreja & Bai, 2015; Chen, 2017;
Ogbeide, 2008; Peterson, 2006; Sobaih, 2011), high service quality (Valachis, Christou, Sigala,
& Maroudas, 2009; Zhao & Namasivayam, 2009; Sobaih, 2011; Arroyo-López, Cárcamo-Solís,
Álvarez-Castañón & Guzmán-López, 2017), increased productivity (Channar, Talreja & Bai,
2015; Peterson, 2006; Zhao & Namasivayam, 2009), increased knowledge (Peterson, 2006;
Chen, 2017; Ogbeide, 2008), increased skills (Peterson, 2006; Chen, 2017; Ogbeide, 2008),
increased motivation (Chen, 2017; Ogbeide, 2008), and decreased turnover (Ogbeide, 2008;
Zhao & Namasivayam, 2009; Sobaih, 2011; Arroyo-López et al., 2017).
Training is key to developing human capital. Human capital results from education,
experience and practical job-related learning (Jogaratnam, 2018). In other words human capital
deals with developing people’s level of knowledge, skills, and abilities (Channar, Talreja & Bai,
2015). It has been suggested by scholars that human capital is vital in the hospitality industry.
Human capital is important because it inspires innovation (Chen, 2017), competitive advantage
(Jogaratnam, 2018; Channar, Talreja & Bai, 2015) and an overall increase in organizational
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performance (Channar, Talreja & Bai, 2015). Investing in human capital also leads to an increase
in productivity and a minimization of risk (Channar, Talreja & Bai, 2015). Human capital
improves the ability to create valuable strategies. These tactics can then be effectively
implemented based on the enhancement of decision making capabilities (Jogaratnam, 2018;
Peterson, 2006).
Training in hospitality
The hospitality industry is the top employer in the world (Arroyo-López et al., 2017).
According to Arroyo-López et al. (2017) the industry includes: hotels, restaurants, theme parks,
managed food services, event planning, tourism-related businesses, and travel providers.
Competencies needed by employees in this field may include customer relations, motivation,
creativity and intelligence (Ogbeide, 2008). Due to technological changes and increased
consumer demands however, new challenges have arisen, such as service quality (Arroyo-López
et al., 2017). One way to solve these quandaries is through training. Properly trained employees
will be able to increase service quality as well as technological skills, customer relations,
motivation, and creativity (Ogbeide, 2008). While the hospitality industry is constantly
fluctuating, it is critical that the rate of learning excels the rate of change (Peterson, 2006). The
necessity to consistently revise strategies is because restaurants must to be able to meet the
shifting needs and desires of consumers (Chen, 2017).
Need for training also stems from the necessity to create a competitive advantage in the
hospitality industry. Research suggests that there are higher levels of aggressive competitive
rivalry and risk within the hospitality field compared to other industries due to an oversaturated
market full of numerous similar business (Jogaratnam, 2018; Chen, 2017, Peterson, 2006). The
increasing of job market saturation and globalization leads to the necessity of proper training
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(Channar, Talreja & Bai, 2015). Training has been shown to improve the competitive position
for business (Peterson, 2006), competition is known to drive innovation, and innovation is
positively influenced by training (Chen, 2017).
With high competition in the hospitality field, there is a pronounced need for
transformation. Modifications in training will help companies to better adapt to the demands of
the business. Top hospitality companies have been shown to acclimate to the need for continuous
training and improvement (Tracey, Hinkin, Tran, Emigh, Kingra, Taylor & Thorek, 2015). The
ongoing preparation should address the professional needs of all employees (Tracey et al., 2015).
The necessity for innovation in the hospitality industry drives the need for an innovative training
programs that matches.
The hospitality industry has one of the highest rates of turnover. Restaurants in particular
have one of the highest at turnover rates out of all the industries sitting a 74.9% (National
Restaurant Association, 2019). Some scholars argue that the reason that fewer training
opportunities are offered is because there is such a high turnover, especially with lower level
employees (Sobaih, 2011). There is little evidence however, that supports that training is
positively associated with turnover (Peterson, 2006; Sobaih, 2011). Lack of training is in fact
known to be a key factor that influences employees to leave (Ogbeide, 2008; Zhao &
Namasivayam, 2009; Sobaih, 2011). It can be concluded that an increase in effective training
will increase employee retention.
Training can also aid in determining the attitudes and behaviors of employees (Sobaih,
2011). It has been well established that the attitudes of employees significantly influences work
place effectiveness (Chen, 2017). Positive work attitudes can hinge on employees’ view
regarding the degree to which employers value employees’ personal well-being and
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contributions (Chen, 2017). When employees have positive work attitudes they are more likely
to share new ideas. Idea support and being involved in decision making is known to increase
employee performance (Channar, Talreja & Bai, 2015). The perceived access to training
influences employees’ opinions of company support (Chen, 2017). If employees believe that they
have the ability to develop their skills, it is more likely that they will commit to the organization
and improve work performance (Chen, 2017). This will then foster professional pride and job
satisfaction (Peterson, 2006). Employees who are satisfied with their work, will likely increase
the satisfaction of customers (Channar, Talreja & Bai, 2015). When both employees and
customers are fulfilled it is recognized that the organization is performing excellent (Channar,
Talreja & Bai, 2015).
Training downfalls
Despite training being key to organizational success, literature suggests that there is less
training within the hospitality industry compared to other sectors in the economy (Peterson,
2006; Sobaih, 2011). Previous literature suggest that the hospitality industry has been steadily
improving efforts for the investment of employee training, yet the return on investment has not
been justifiable (Zhao & Namasivayam, 2009).
Businesses may argue that training is not need because they believe there is not enough
validation when they could simply hire highly qualified people from outside the company who
already have the desired attributes (Peterson, 2006). Instead of relying on the stars from other
companies, research suggest that it is often times better to grow their own effective employees
(Peterson, 2006). This way firms have the ability to mold their followers toward the company
values. The prominent personnel of other companies will tend to shine at first but their success is
often short lived, causing them to bounce from company to company (Peterson, 2006).
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Another area that establishments focus on when deciding to train is the cost. Previous
literature suggest that the cost for training is extensive ranging from hundreds to thousands of
dollars per employee (Zhao & Namasivayam, 2009; Sobaih, 2011; Tracey, Hinkin, Tran, Emigh,
Kingra, Taylor & Thorek, 2015). Time spent on training is equally immense (Zhao &
Namasivayam, 2009; Sobaih, 2011). The need for employees to be able to start right away is
extremely important based on the demands of the job. Often employers may feel that they do not
have the time to train for this reason. Other times employees may be unable or unwilling to
dedicate time towards training (Sobaih, 2011).
Training has an upfront cost (Sobaih, 2011). Businesses invest in their employees through
training in hopes that their skills will be developed and be applied to improve the success of the
business. Training being such an expensive and time consuming investment, companies seek
evidence that the effort they are putting into the employees is worthwhile (Zhao &
Namasivayam, 2009). Hospitality training research has found that training effectiveness is a key
aspect when training employees (Zhao & Namasivayam, 2009). Since the aim of training is to
enhance business performance (Zhao & Namasivayam, 2009) it is important to understand how
training effects the overall effectiveness of the organization. Examining training effectiveness
can be factored into different criteria such as trainee reaction, learning, behavior, and overall
business results (Zhao & Namasivayam, 2009). It is important for employees to understand the
training, remember the training, and apply the training to see results from training being effective
in business performance (Zhao & Namasivayam, 2009).
There are barriers to training based on lack of resources. Smaller companies compared to
chain restaurants receive fewer training opportunities (Sobaih, 2011). The barrier of cost,
inflexibility of hours and place of delivery make it harder for small hospitality businesses to
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implement an effective training program (Sobaih, 2011). According to Sobaih (2011), this leads
to organizations going without any formal training programs, even though it is known to have a
positive impact on business. Larger corporations are more likely to provide formal training
through various means such as off-the-job training (Sobaih, 2011).
Difference between training for leaders and followers
Leaders and followers have different training experiences. Literature suggests that
management obtains more time compared to the average worker for training (Tracey et al.,
2015). Receiving better training provides leaders with an advantage due to the increase of
knowledge, skills and abilities. Many of the skills that are developed through the advanced
training of the leaders, can also benefit followers. Equal training for followers would likely result
in being more able to meet customers’ needs and requirements, achieving higher levels of service
quality, and creating a positive corporate image (Sobaih, 2011). The hospitality industry is
service driven, which is why it is important to meet the needs and demands of customers.
Extensive training for all employees would likely improve the ability to increase customer
satisfaction (Peterson, 2006; Sobaih, 2011), thus increasing the profitability of business
(Channar, Talreja & Bai, 2015). Training would also improve planning capabilities of both high
and low level employees (Peterson, 2006).
Restaurant employees are expected to have excellent levels of communication. Front of
house staff need to be able to understand and meet the direct needs of guests. They then need to
be able to communicate those needs to back of house staff to achieve consumer satisfaction. It is
especially vital to be able to correspond health information such as allergies, to ensure guest
safety. Positive communication experiences will help create long-term customer relations (Kang
& Hyun, 2012). It is equally imperative for communication levels to be high between employees.
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Staff members are often heard making remarks like “sharp”, “corner”, or “behind” to warn others
that there is potential for a safety issue. This communication often alleviates the potential hazard
because other employees around them are aware. Emphasizing communication in restaurants is
key to the success of the business. Training for improving communication is often reserved for
management, however it is clear that effective communication is needed at all levels within the
industry.
Leadership training
Literature on leadership within the hospitality industry is fairly recent. So far researchers
have looked at transformational leadership (Dlamini, Garg & Muchie, 2017; Liang, Chang, Ko,
& Lin, 2017; Scott-Halsell, Shumate & Blum, 2008), servant leadership (Qiu & Dooley, 2019;
Huang, Li, Qiu, Yim & Wan, 2016; Jang & Kandampully, 2018), and authentic leadership (Ling,
Liu, & Wu, 2017; Megeirhi, Kilic, Avci, Afsar & Abubakar, 2018) within the context of the
hospitality industry.
The development of studies on leadership within the hospitality industry provides vital
knowledge to the field. Research suggest that leadership has a significant effect on employee
behaviors and performance. Findings from authentic leadership studies indicates that when it is
used, there is a decrease in employee cynicism (Megeirhi et al., 2018), an increase positive
organizational change (Megeirhi et al., 2018), and increased trust (Ling, Liu, & Wu, 2017).
Servant leadership effects employees by an increase in organizational commitment (Jang &
Kandampully, 2018), reducing employee turnover intention (Jang & Kandampully, 2018), and
increasing overall firm performance (Huang, Li, Qiu, Yim & Wan, 2016). Transformational
leadership is known to increase affective commitment (Dlamini, Garg & Muchie, 2017), and
work engagement (Liang, Chang, Ko, & Lin, 2017).
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Based on the positive outcomes, it is clear the importance of implementing certain
leadership styles. Most of these studies have practical applications that involve developing the
specific leadership style in order to achieve the desired outcomes. The trait theory approach
towards leadership says that one is born with certain traits that makes them a leader (Stogdill,
1974). Many scholars today believe that leadership traits can be learned such as Baron and
Parent (2015) who published a study on how to develop authentic leadership and Kiersch and
Peters (2017) who developed frameworks that established how to increase authentic and servant
leadership styles. According to Donohoe and Kelloway (2016), there is not one best way to train
for transformational leadership, but it is possible to develop.
There is little academic research based on the development of followership in terms of
leadership training. The few studies on followership development have shown that it can
improve lives. Some scholars suggest that followership and leadership skills can be developed
together to increase innovation and efficiency within organizations (Bufalino, 2018). It has even
been argued that to learn how to be a good leader, one needs to understand how to be a good
follower (Marshall, 2018).
Developing training
Training efforts can be categorized into three segments: on-the-job training (OJT), offthe-job, and distance. On-the-job training consists of learning by doing (Peterson, 2006) and is
the most common method for training in the hospitality field (Ogbeide, 2008). Many managers
use this approach because they believe that it is more costly to use other methods (Sobaih, 2011).
Off-the-job training is a formal process and distance training is training that can be learned away
from the workplace such as online training.
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Some scholars believe that there is insufficient amounts of literature regarding the content
of training programs (Tracey et al., 2015). Research in the hospitality training field can however
be broken down into the topics of: training need assessments, training evaluations models,
training within organizational frameworks and useful training techniques (Valachis et al., 2009).
Common topics in hospitality training frameworks include: crime prevention, health and safety,
and customer service (Peterson, 2006; Sobaih, 2011; Arroyo-López et al., 2017).
When designing a training program it is important to keep the needs of the organization
in mind. The training needs of the business are influenced by the organizations goals and realities
(Zhao & Namasivayam, 2009). Keeping in mind the requirements of the establishment, it is often
helpful to be able to focus on customer segments. Since the hospitality industry is about pleasing
consumers, being able to adapt to consumers’ needs is important. An effective way of doing this
is through specialized programs that focuses on the particular market segment for the business
(Peterson, 2006). While it is important to be able to focus in on the needs of the business,
training should also cover a wide range of knowledge and skills that can be applied practically
for several purposes (Tracey et al., 2015). According to Tracey et al. (2015), training programs
should cover job-specific requirements, strategic knowledge and interpersonal skills. The most
effective training programs are also adaptive (Tracey et al., 2015). Training programs need
flexibility to adjust for the diverse needs of employees and consumers.
A successful training program should consistently be evaluated. It is imperative that the
development curriculum being used in a valuable way. Feedback from trainees will likely
improve the system. According to Zhao & Namasivayam (2009), utility measurements will help
tap into the degree employees feel the training program will benefit their job performance.
Failure to listen to feedback reduces the leader’s ability to improve the training program.
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Training programs need to keep in mind the retention of what is being taught and the
ability to applicate the training. It has been noted by scholars that there is little amount of return
on investment (ROI) in terms of training correspond to the transfer of knowledge in the working
environment (Valachis et al., 2009). Thus it is significant to make sure that employees can
understand the lessons learned in training in order to apply it.
Turnover
Turnover culture
The hospitality industry is known for having high levels of turnover (Self & Dewald,
2011; Mohsin & Lengler, 2015). In restaurants specifically the turnover rate was at about 74.9%
in 2018 (National Restaurant Association, 2019). According to DiPietro & Condly (2007), the
rate of employee turnover is disproportional relative to other service organizations. It is often
considered the main problem which organizations focus on fixing to increase organizational
success (Gordon, Tang, Day & Adler, 2019; Yam, Raybould & Gordon, 2018). When
contemplating why turnover is so prevalent in the hospitality, it is key to look at how jobs in the
industry are classified.
Employment in the restaurant industry is generally categorized as low skill, part-time,
low paid, and short-term, employment (Mohsin & Lengler, 2015; Santhanam, Kamalanabhan,
Dyaram & Ziegler, 2015). These factors are generally considered negative which leads society to
deem hospitality jobs as undesirable and alienating. Thus, ensuing that overall job commitment
will be reduced (Mohsin & Lengler, 2015; Santhanam, Kamalanabhan, Dyaram & Ziegler,
2015). Working in restaurants is generally perceived to be of low social status with difficult
working conditions (Mohsin & Lengler, 2015). The nature of having a negative perspective for
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restaurant jobs creates an unhealthy work culture. Unhealthy work culture comes in many forms,
such as adverse gossip, and laziness. This can potentially be combated by improving leadership
and potentially followership. Overall these attitudes can best be summarized by turnover culture.
Turnover culture is best described as the acceptance of turnover as part of the work-group norm
(Iverson & Deery, 1997; DiPietro & Condly, 2007). According to Iverson & Deery (1997), this
type of culture often impacts organizations in a negative way by acting as a counterculture to the
business’s main objectives. Thus it is vital to promote a culture that values commitment to help
reach organizational goals (Iverson & Deery, 1997). As stated by Iverson & Deery (1997),
employers can achieve a better dedicated culture by observable artifacts, such as stories of
employees gaining tenure, performance appraisals, and through the values expressed and
practiced by both line staff and management. Implementing these techniques can help achieve a
better culture that is focused on the commitment of employees, which is a key factor in
combating turnover.
Factors that affect turnover
There are many factors that play into why people leave their jobs. There have been
significant connections between job satisfaction and staff turnover (Mohsin & Lengler, 2015;
DiPietro & Bufquin, 2018). Employees who enjoy their job tend to stay at them longer. Those
who are satisfied will tend to engage in better service delivery, which it’s the main focus of
hospitality (Nadiri & Tanova, 2010; Kang, Gatling & Kim, 2015). This sense of organizational
commitment strengthens the tenure of most employees (Jang & Kandampully, 2018; Kang,
Gatling & Kim, 2015; DiPietro & Bufquin, 2018; Dawson & Abbott, 2011). In essence, people
want to work where they enjoy their job. Staff generally enjoy their jobs more when there is
minimal amounts of stress; whereas, those feelings of stress can lead to the intention to quit.
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(Mohsin & Lengler, 2015; DiPietro & Condly, 2007). Stress can take various forms such as
excessive workload and role ambiguity.
Training is known to have a strong connection to turnover (Mohsin & Lengler, 2015;
Santhanam, Kamalanabhan, Dyaram & Ziegler, 2015; Kim, Poulston, & Sankaran, 2017). Proper
training is shown to improve confidence and knowledge levels of employees. This can be
correlated into employees developing skills and abilities. The increase of skills and abilities can
increase turnover though because employees now have the tools and capability to apply learned
skills to other jobs (Nadiri & Tanova, 2010). On the opposite spectrum not using the skills and
abilities gained through training can impede performance. Decreased performance can indicate
high turnover because people enjoy working where they are good at their job (Mohsin &
Lengler, 2015). Additionally failing consistently at work can also lead to involuntary turnover, as
well as leaving on their own accord.
The nature of the hospitality industry focuses on service. Not only do restaurants provide
products but the manner in which they provide it is vital (Dawson & Abbott, 2011). Since the
focus is on service, many employees deal with other people face to face. Having high customerstaff contact levels can lead to employee turnover, especially when they are dealing with difficult
customers (Mohsin & Lengler, 2015). Along with customers many hospitality employees
interact with staff members on a regular bases, many of which become friends. Per Iverson and
Deery (1997), it is found to be more likely for workers to leave if they see friends leaving. Peers
can also effect turnover in a negative way, with regards to organizational sub cultures or
infighting (Mohsin & Lengler, 2015). In other words, some workers may increase the desire for
employees to leave the organization due to negative experiences with other workers, such as in
the form of cliques.
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Another aspect of turnover in the restaurant industry is related to inconsistency. Most
restaurants have split-shifts to cover the hours that are busy for breakfast, lunch, and dinner times
(Mohsin & Lengler, 2015). This leads to unpredictable hours and inconsistent shift schedules.
Combined it contributes to stress and workplace conflict which can lead to turnover (Mohsin &
Lengler, 2015). Hospitality employees work during social hours and holidays when usually it is
a leisure time for the general population to share (Mohsin & Lengler, 2015). This causes a lack
of work life balance that can lead to dissatisfaction. According to Mohsin and Lengler (2015),
work life imbalance tends to increased turnover. On top of scheduling issues, there is also
unpredictability in wages for a large portion of restaurant workers. Many employees such as
servers, bussers, hosts, and bartenders do not earn minimum wage and rely on customers tips to
earn wages. The ability to have a stable source of income or an increase in salary would be a
cause for turnover.
Personal reasons why an employee would choose to leave an organization are numerous
(Kim, Poulston, & Sankaran, 2017). Some employees may feel a sense of increased emotional
exhaustion, burnout or overall dissatisfaction in the industry (Mohsin & Lengler, 2015). Bonn
and Forbringer (1992), state that employees may have a spouse that is transferred to a different
area, decide to move, have housing issues, get married, have an illness, need to take care of
family, become pregnant, decide to retire or even die, all of which contribute to turnover.
During economic downturns, employee turnover is likely to decrease because people tend
to stay in less desirable positions for job security until the economy improves when more
attractive employment options become available (DiPietro & Bufquin, 2018; Kim, Poulston, &
Sankaran, 2017). During the downturns there are less jobs available, and since most people need
a job in order to live, they are willing to stick with one they are unhappy in to be able to survive.
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It is less likely for employees to risk their current position in times of upheaval in order to
maintain stability.
Costs of turnover
It has been well established that turnover has several negative effects. There are extreme
costs, loss of knowledge, loss of productivity, and the loss of relationships which are all
associated with turnover. There are several costs associated with recruiting training, and
retaining (DiPietro & Condly, 2007). The loss of staff renders the money used for these aspects
as inefficient use of funds. Thus, losing staff is the equivalent of wasted time and money
(DiPietro & Bufquin, 2018). Money is not the only thing lost when workers leave the business.
Employees who leave also take with them a sense of corporate knowledge (Yam, Raybould &
Gordon, 2018). Many staff grow from experience obtained while on the job and that information
is lost when they leave. External hires used to replace these employees will not have this type of
knowledge for the job, making them less effective and efficient.
Productivity is often reduced with turnover due to the drain of experienced employees
(Self & Dewald, 2011). The reduction of employees means that the remaining staff will need to
make up for the loss, for example, the reduction of servers means that the rest of the servers with
the organization will be asked to take more and/or longer shifts as well as increased sections
parlaying into additional customers to take care of when working. This in turn makes it harder on
these employees because they have to pick up the slack which can be mentally and physically
exhausting. This understaffing can lead to turnover in itself. New employees that will be hired,
will not likely have the same capabilities as the staff who departed, and thus will not be able to
be as productive and alleviate the additional workload. There is often expected production or
service errors with recently hired employees (DiPietro & Bufquin, 2018), these are costs that the
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organization incurs due to the turnover of employees. According to Self and Dewald (2011),
when companies experience a loss in productivity, there is an overall decrease in profits.
Hospitality organizations seek to build relationships with regular customers, long
standing employees can help make a vital contribution to this goal (Yam, Raybould & Gordon,
2018). As a highly customer service-oriented business interactions between employees and
customers determine the competitive advantage and success of the business (Santhanam,
Kamalanabhan, Dyaram & Ziegler, 2015). Restaurants need attentive staff to handle customers
to be able to remain successful. When a business loses high-value employees they can often lose
relationships with customers (Yam, Raybould & Gordon, 2018). This is particularly true for
repeat guests which would be considered high-value customers. These guests often build
relationships with the employees who work there. If the valued employee leaves, the guest may
choose to not return and may even follow that staff member to their new job because they enjoy
their service. The adverse outcomes do not stop at customer relations but also with business
relations. Corporate accounts may hang on relationships with high-value sales personnel and risk
being lost when that individual moves on (Yam, Raybould & Gordon, 2018). Losing valued
employees can trigger mass turnover of employees. Many employees enjoy their jobs because of
the people that they work with and for, and according to Iverson & Deery (1997), when those
relationships are lost employers can also end up losing other good employees too as culture is
disrupted. The loss of friendships in the workplace can cause one to evaluate their own needs.
They see friends who leave, and when questioning them, the reason why they are leaving
resonates with others. Others may simply leave with friends to maintain their friendship clique.
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Benefits of turnover
There are numerous negative factors associated with turnover, in fact turnover may be
considered desirable in certain situations. While costs of turnover can be pricey there is the
advantage of when hiring replacement staff companies will be able to reduce expenses by
reducing salaries and benefits (Jones & Gates, 2007; DiPietro & Bufquin, 2018). Some
companies award bonuses to employees who have remained with the organization over a set
amount of time. Jones and Gates (2007), state that when those employees leave the business will
not have to pay out the bonuses, which will reduce expenses. Another major benefit of turnover
looks at the removal of unproductive employees (Jones & Gates, 2007; Iglehart, 1990; Yam,
Raybould & Gordon, 2018). The elimination of poor performers will likely increase the success
of the organization. Individuals who are thought of as detrimental are known to distract other
employees from conducting their best work, which creates an unproductive and inefficient work
environment (Iglehart, 1990). These negative employees may also interfere with guests’
enjoyment. Customers may transfer a workers indifference to the organization, blaming the
business for the workers disengagement (Iglehart, 1990). Replacing the unsatisfactory employees
with new hires could not only diminish negative behaviors but also improve accomplishments.
According to Iglehart (1990), the loss of apathetic workers who drain the team creates a new
flow for motivated staff to enter the business. The replacements may bring in new ideas,
creativity, and innovation that the company can use (Jones & Gates, 2007). Ultimately it is
possible to bring in better employees when negative workers are removed.
Retention
Hospitality employers in particular have extreme difficulty in attracting and retaining
staff (Mohsin & Lengler, 2015). DiPietro and Condly (2007), stated that often times restaurants
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focus on using resources to hire more people but not in the retention of employees. Dawson and
Abbott (2011), argue that hospitality firms find it important to recruit the right people: however,
many restaurant employers tend to end up hiring almost “anyone” which nearly guarantees
higher levels of turnover (Bonn & Forbringer, 1992). Many restaurant managers tend to hire by a
gut feeling versus a formal system, but according to previous research formally structured
interviews have been shown to be more effective (Self & Dewald, 2011). Literature suggests that
hiring the right people to begin with, is the best way to retain valuable employees (Dawson &
Abbott, 2011). An effective way to hire the right people is with job interviews. Based on Self and
Dewald’s (2011) research, having several managers evaluate the candidate was recognized as an
effective way to manage interviews prior to the interview stage. Giving realistic job description
causes a reduction in turnover (Self & Dewald, 2011; Iverson & Deery, 1997; Bonn &
Forbringer, 1992), which allows an organization to meet worker expectations. Many employees
are influenced by how the job description is framed (Self & Dewald, 2011). A job description
should be portrayed in a way that is accurate but also not undesirable. Employees generally show
more job satisfaction and commitment when their job expectations are met (Kim, Poulston, &
Sankaran, 2017). They are generally unhappy when the preconception of the job differs from
reality, which can cause some employees to leave.
Turnover and retention are complex issues that have no easy solution nor is there one
solution which will work in every situation (Bonn & Forbringer, 1992). What may work in a
large restaurant in Asia may not be as effective for a small restaurant in America, and vice
versus. The typical focus of turnover looks at the causes (Yam, Raybould & Gordon, 2018),
which is a reactive approach. On the other hand, Santhanam, Kamalanabhan, Dyaram and
Ziegler (2015), argue that there should be more focus on retention strategies to prevent turnover,
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which would be considered a proactive approach. While retention is an effective tactic in
attempting to reduce turnover, there is little research done in retention factors, especially within a
hospitality context (Yam, Raybould & Gordon, 2018).
It has also been found that commitment interviews (which determine why employees
stay) can aid in retaining employees (Self & Dewald, 2011). This information can be obtained in
many forms such as the popular method of a Gallup Poll: which is used across several
industries. Self and Dewald (2011), established why employees stay at their current jobs, one of
these reasons was that they had a strong sense of responsibility based on how they were raised
which led to a heightened sense of maturity. Another reason some staff members said that they
stayed was the need to be able to pay bills. They established that employees who do not have a
financial need to work were found to leave more often. This study added to the body of
knowledge on turnover by suggesting that there existed a relationship between employee
characteristics and their willingness to stay in a job. Taking the time to ask employees for their
feedback can also enhance trust of management, which can affect turnover (Self & Dewald,
2011).
Several studies suggest that an overall increase in benefits will improve retention rates.
Benefits can include: fringe benefits, retirement programs, paid vacations, life insurance,
incentive programs, and free/discounted meals (Iverson & Deery, 1997; Yam, Raybould &
Gordon, 2018; Self & Dewald, 2011; Bonn & Forbringer, 1992). Changing the culture of the
business to focus on developing employees is also known to help with turnover and retention
(DiPietro & Bufquin, 2018; Yam, Raybould & Gordon, 2018). The training and orientation of
employees is known to be effective strategies for retention (Self & Dewald, 2011; DiPietro &
Bufquin, 2018; Iverson & Deery, 1997; Yam, Raybould & Gordon, 2018); however, the
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hospitality industry tends to have a poor reputation for training (Mohsin & Lengler, 2015). This
is an area with strong room for improvement. Employees enjoy the ability to develop in terms of
supervisory and management career path programs (Iverson & Deery, 1997). They also want to
be involved in some level of the decision making process (Mohsin & Lengler, 2015; Dawson &
Abbott, 2011; Yam, Raybould & Gordon, 2018). These changes have shown improvements in
the retention of employees.
Developing relationships is a cost efficient way to build retention rates of staff members.
Overall, people want the companies they work for to care about them. DiPietro and Bufquin
(2018), claimed that most employees enjoy being praised and recognized. An overall concern of
staff members has been tied to reduced turnover (DiPietro & Bufquin, 2018; Kang, Gatling &
Kim, 2015; Gordon, Tang, Day & Adler, 2019; Mohsin & Lengler, 2015). Non-supportive
supervisors may increase turnover and may also be unsuccessful in communicating well with
their subordinates (Kang, Gatling & Kim, 2015). Communicating clearly with followers may
emphasis the leaders care for the workers. Perceived management concern for employees can
include listening to employees, promoting teamwork, valuing employees’ contributions, and
treating employees with respect (DiPietro & Bufquin, 2018). These aspects can be on an
individual level as well as group level. Management staff who focus on not only individuals but
improving teams as a whole have improved retention rates (Yam, Raybould & Gordon, 2018).
This is why team building activities have become increasingly popular. Efforts should also be
made to improve ties to the community as well. This involvement may play a key role for
retention of employees (Yam, Raybould & Gordon, 2018).
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Leadership styles
Other leadership theories have been known to show positive relationships in reducing
turnover rates (Kim, Poulston, & Sankaran, 2017; Jang & Kandampully, 2018;
Ariyabuddhiphongs & Kahn, 2017). Leader Member Exchange (LMX) theory, servant
leadership, and transformational leadership suggests that they reduce turnover (Kim, Poulston, &
Sankaran, 2017; Jang & Kandampully, 2018; Ariyabuddhiphongs & Kahn, 2017). The
relationship between leaders and followers in terms of turnover has been well established. It is
known that managers have a significant influence on workplace turnover (Kim, Poulston, &
Sankaran, 2017; Ariyabuddhiphongs & Kahn, 2017; Mohsin & Lengler, 2015). It is a common
saying that employees do not leave places, they leave managers (Gordon, Tang, Day & Adler,
2019; Kang, Gatling & Kim, 2015). Supervisors can be a source of emotional, informational, and
social support while being key individuals in averting job stressors in the workplace (Kang,
Gatling & Kim, 2015). Leaders are a part of employees’ work environment which can impact the
desire to leave (Gordon, Tang, Day & Adler, 2019). The influence from leaders on followers
work environments can be positive or negative. A negative way that managers can behave
includes being abusive and aggressive which creates a hostile work environment (Gordon, Tang,
Day & Adler, 2019). According to Kang, Gatling and Kim (2015), building positive relationships
between managers and their subordinates on the other hand, is likely to increase employees’
career satisfaction and thus increasing retention
Not only are managers seen as another influencing factor to turnover, they are also
recognized as proxies of the organization (Gordon, Tang, Day & Adler, 2019; Kang, Gatling &
Kim, 2015). This means that many employees equate the leader synonymously with the business
itself, giving way for staff members to feel that the organization as a whole doesn’t care about
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them if the leader doesn’t. This can ultimately impact the reputation of the organization (Kang,
Gatling & Kim, 2015). A negative reputation makes it less likely for good employees to want to
join the organization and for customers to want to purchase from the business.
Followership
Followership background
Followership and leadership are two sides of the same coin. It is impossible to have one
without the other; they are entwined together (Schindler, 2012). Similar to leadership
followership has no singular recognized definition. It is argued amongst scholars as a complex
term, where all aspects of followership are not agreed upon. Rook (2018) stated that followership
is “an active stance in which followers courageously commit to collaborate” (p. 8). Bjugstad,
Thach, Thompson, and Morris (2006) defined followership as the ability to effectively follow the
directives and support the efforts of a leader to maximize a structured organization” (p. 306).
Agho (2009) described the concept as “the ability of individuals to competently and proactively
follow the instructions and support the efforts of their superior to achieve organizational goals”
(p. 159). Dixon (2003) characterized followership as “the free will recognition of leadership in
the commitment towards realization of the collectively adopted organization vision and culture
and is based on leader–follower shared values and trust” (p. 82). According to Chaleff (2009)
followership is an exchange of influence between people that shared a common purpose. Gilbert
and Hyde (1988) took a different approach by defining followership into eight dimensions of
followership: partnership, motivation, competence, sense of humor, dependability, positive
working relations, speaking up, and proper comportment (See Table 1). For the purpose of this
study the chosen definition of followership used, is provided by Northouse (2018) which states

25

that followership is “a process whereby an individual or individuals accept the influence of
others to accomplish a common goal” (p.295).
Table 1 Dimensions of Followership

*Adapted from An exploration of the relationship of leadership styles and dimensions of
courageous followership, by Ricketson Sr., R. S., 2008, Regent University.
Most new theories follow a set of sequences in their development. The beginning phase
introduces the topic and establishes a definition in order to legitimize the concept and focus on
its importance. Followership as a theory would be categorized as being in its infancy (Rook,
2018; Northouse, 2018). Most of the studies on followership conducted fall into this level;
however, more studies are emerging that study the evaluation and expansion of followership,
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which is the second stage of conceptual development (Bligh, 2011). Though the earliest studies
of followership can be dated back to the early 1900’s (Follett, 1924), followership did not take
off as a concept until the late 20th century. The original lack of support for followership can be
attributed to the lack of clarity of follower styles (Ricketson, 2008), the assumption that
followers know how to follow (Schindler, 2012), the negative connotation of the term (Schindler,
2012; Haven-Tang & Jones, 2012; Chaleff, 2009; Alwazzan, 2017; Rook, 2018), the economic
context of the time (Schindler, 2012; Bligh, 2011), and the leader centric approach towards
leadership (Haven-Tang & Jones, 2012; Watters, Smith, Tobin & Beasley, 2019; Rook, 2018).
It is presumed that it is easy to be a good follower, one must simply do as one is told.
Scholars argue that there is more to following than simply doing as told. Followers typically
support leaders since leaders are difficult to challenge (Northouse, 2018). Northouse (2018)
suggests that good followers act as check and balance on a leader’s power. Chaleff (1998)
asserted that it is followers’ moral responsibility to act courageously against toxic leadership
therefore depicting an ethical component to followership. While it is important for there to be
followers who stand up and challenge leaders, organizations also need followers who willingly
follow and support the leaders (Schindler, 2012; Watters, Smith, Tobin & Beasley, 2019). There
should be a variety in the types of followers in an organization to be able to be effective. If all of
the followers constantly challenged the leader, nothing would be accomplished; similarly, if all
of the followers blindly supported the leader, it runs the risk for toxic leadership and unethical
practices. Lapierre (2014) proposed recommendations for followers’ consideration before
followers decided to support a leader or not: proficiency with issue, extent of leader’s trust, timesensitivity of decision, and reversibility of decision. Followers who take these factors into
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consideration before deciding whether to support or challenge a leader will likely yield better
results.
The term followership and follower have been equated to adverse terms such as: passive,
weak, conforming, manipulable, voiceless, compliant, inferior and docile (Deale, Schoffstall, &
Brown, 2016; Watters, Smith, Tobin & Beasley, 2019; Blair & Bligh, 2018; Ricketson, 2008;
Kelley, 1992; Bligh, 2011). It is reasonable to believe that employees would not want to be
associated with such terms. Most people would desire to have the reputation as a leader rather
than a follower (McAuley, 2016). With the image of followers being undesirable, followers may
reject their role which can negatively impact organizational success (Rook, 2018). It is assumed
by many leaders in a “up or out” model organization, that there is something wrong with
followers if they do not aspire becoming a leader (Shellenbarger, 2015). Current followership
suggests that being a follower is not a bad thing and that it’s okay to have no desire for
leadership.
Given the time period, the industrial revolution, of when followership was first discussed,
it is realistic as to why the theory did not take off. At the time of the industrial revolution
corporations used a top down approach to leadership. Leaders provided job security and
followers were in exchange supposed to give the unwavering support (Schindler, 2012). It was
believed that leaders were the source for organizational success due to the leader centric
atmosphere. This leader centric view of leadership may have been too ingrained for followership
to take root (Schindler, 2012). The leader centric approach towards leadership diminishes the
importance of followership, thus constraining the relationship with the leader (Schindler, 2012).
Such mindset can be seen in instances where performance outcomes get attributed to leadership
resulting in people over glorifying the leader’s contributions (Schindler, 2012). The end result is
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that due to the perceived weaknesses of followership, limited methodical research has been done
on the topic making it hard to establish validity, reliability, and importance
Despite the aforementioned weaknesses, there are numerous strengths regarding
followership. Followership establishes that leadership is a shared process. Whereas, the two
constructs are interdependent upon on another. Leadership as a whole can be segmented into the
leaders, followers and the context (Kean, Haycock-Stuart, Baggaley, et. al, 2011). Previous
literature examines the leader aspect of leadership; however, it devalues and underestimates the
power of followers within the leadership equation. Not only do leaders create organizational
success, but followers do as well. In fact Kelley (1992) states that 80% of achievement is due to
followers compared to 20% of leaders; however, organizations generally only spend 20% of the
time on followers (Schindler, 2012). This could be construed as followers being equally if not
more important than leaders. The gap between achievement levels of followers and leaders could
possibly be attributed to the percentage of followers compared to leaders. It is vital that leaders
recognize that they are outnumbered (Schindler, 2012; Haven-Tang & Jones, 2012). Simply
stated there are more followers than there are leaders.
Many followers do not believe that they have the power or ability to influence others;
however, with several followers change can be made. In Barbra Kellerman’s (2008) book,
Followership: How Followers Are Creating Change and Changing Leaders, she opens with a
story about a rampaging elephant. The story goes that an officer went to stop the elephant but by
the time he got there the elephant had calmed down, so there was no need to shoot it, but the
public around him became very upset with the elephants destruction and wanted it to be put
down. Even though the officer knew that it was wrong, public pressure made him conform to
what the group wanted. The officer felt as if he had no choice even though he was the clear
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leader in the situation. This study demonstrates in larger numbers followers can pressure leaders
into bending to their whim. Groups of followers have the power to use their influence for good as
well. The #MeToo movement about sexual assault sparked global interest in changing laws and
fighting sexual harassment. After the initial individuals came forward others followed, knowing
that they were not alone. As a group they were able to confront their abusers and take action.
It is imperative to note that everyone is a follower (Schindler, 2012; Ramazzina, 2017;
Alwazzan, 2017). No one comes out of the womb leading everyone that they meet. As children
we follow our teachers and parents and in a business setting there is generally a boss or board of
investors to answer to. Not everyone is a leader, but all are followers (Deale, Schoffstall, &
Brown, 2016). Many employees are leaders in some situations but followers in others (Watters,
Smith, Tobin & Beasley, 2019), and they can also be both at the same time (Schindler, 2012).
Teachers for example are often considered leaders in the classrooms; however, they are also
followers to other higher up employees such as department heads or chancellors. Leaders need to
be able to distinguish when they should be a follower and when they need to lead. No one person
is the right leader for every situation (Alwazzan, 2017). It is important to organizational success
to be able to balance between the two roles. Being a good follower is also a stepping stone to
being a good leader (Schindler, 2012; Shellenbarger, 2015; Rook, 2018). People that we
commonly refer to as great leaders such as Martin Luther King Jr., Mother Teresa, and Gandhi
all started out by being good followers. Through the understanding of followership we gain
knowledge on how to better lead (Schindler, 2012; Martin, 2019).
Through the course of followership’s history there are many typologies, perspectives,
frameworks and measurements used to understand the concept. The first researcher to establish a
typology for different types of followers was Zaleznik (1965). He looked at follower behaviors
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through a psychological lens and focused on the personal aspects of followers (Northouse, 2018).
He determined that followers could be measured based on passivity/activity and
dominance/submission. The two axis of follower behaviors determined four different types of
followers: compulsive, impulsive, withdrawn, and masochistic (See Figure 1).

Figure 1
Zaleznik Followership Scale
*Adapted from Leadership: theory and practice, by Northouse, P. G., 2018, Thousand Oaks, CA:
SAGE Publications, Inc.

Zaleznik laid the foundation for Kelley (1992) to create a similar typology. To separate
followers Kelley looked at the passive/active nature of the follower as well as the independent,
critical thinking/dependent, uncritical thinking levels of them. He emphasized the motivations of
followers and their behaviors (Northouse, 2018). Kelley arguably established one of the most
recognized typologies for followership (See Figure 2).
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Figure 2
Kelley Followership Scale
*Adapted from Leadership: theory and practice, by Northouse, P. G., 2018, Thousand Oaks, CA:
SAGE Publications, Inc.

Based on military experience Chaleff (2008) created another typology that centered on
the amount of support and challenge received by followers (See Figure 3). He ascertained that
followers and leaders were connected by a common purpose whereby each party had the ability
to influence one another (Northouse, 2018) (See Figure 4). His interest grew because he desired
to learn how to prevent others from following toxic leaders which created a moral demand to
seek answers (Northouse, 2018). This gave way to establishing Chaleff’s behaviors, which is a
prescriptive approach towards being a good follower. He argued that the main attribute needed to
be a good follower was courage.
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Figure 3
Chaleff Followership Scale
*Adapted from Leadership: theory and practice, by Northouse, P. G., 2018, Thousand Oaks, CA:
SAGE Publications, Inc.

Figure 4
Chaleff Circle
*Adapted from Leadership: theory and practice, by Northouse, P. G., 2018, Thousand Oaks, CA:
SAGE Publications, Inc.
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Another notable typology was founded by Kellerman (2008). Kellerman looked at
followership from a political science perspective. Her typology was different in that it was built
on a single axis based on the varying levels of engagement. On the lower end of the scale there
are isolates who are completely engaged, and there are the bystanders who are observers that do
not participate. Participants are considered the middle ground as they are partially engaged and
willing to take a stand on issues. Moving into the higher end of the scale are the activist who feel
strongly about the leader and the leaders policies, and last are the diehards who are considered to
have the highest level of engagement because they are completely dedicated to their cause and
are deeply committed to the leader (See Figure 5).
In Kellerman’s book (2008) she provides examples for each of these levels. Using her
political science background, she bases the first level of engagement typology, isolates, on
politics. She describes citizens who are uninformed and unaware of the politics around them as
isolates. For bystanders Kellerman uses Nazis as an example, depicting all the people who knew
what was happening but chose to do nothing. Participants were explained through an example of
employees at a drug company. Many of the employees had knowledge of wrong doings but
actively participated instead of taking a stand. A group of Catholics who stood up to sexual
assault charges within their respective community were used as an example for what activists
look like. This group felt strongly about their leader and the policies held regarding sexual
assault, they actively engaged, making a difference. Kellerman described diehards as men and
women who put their lives on the line to defend their country and fellow soldiers.
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Figure 5
Kellerman Followership Scale
*Adapted from Leadership: theory and practice, by Northouse, P. G., 2018, Thousand Oaks, CA:
SAGE Publications, Inc.

While there have been multiple typologies over the years these four represent the most
commonly recognized typologies of followership. Bligh (2011) completed a literature review
that summarized other followership typologies created over the years (See Table 2). While there
is no set list of followership styles, there are commonalities between the different sets of
typologies. By understanding the type of follower, leaders can adapt and react accordingly
(Northouse, 2018).
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Table 2 Chronological Typology of Followership

*Positive characteristics/connotation
**Adapted from Servant leadership, exemplary followership, and organizational trust: A
quantitative correlational study in performing arts organizations, by McAuley, C. D., 2016,
Doctoral dissertation, University of Phoenix.
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In the academic field, there are two widely accepted perspectives of followership, role
based and relational (constructionist) based. Role based refers to the formal or informal position
or rank of the follower (Uhl-Bien, Riggio, Lowe, & Carsten, 2014). Relational based focuses on
the social process of relationship between the follower and the leader.
According to Uhl-Bien, Riggio, Lowe and Carsten (2014), role based followership
focuses on follower behaviors, characteristics, traits and styles, which affect the leader’s attitude
and behavior, and organizational outcomes. In a role based perspective followers are known as
the causal agents (Uhl-Bien, Riggio, Lowe, & Carsten, 2014). This means that the followers are
the independent variables which effect the dependent variable which is the leader’s
characteristics. Uhl-Bien, Riggio, Lowe, and Carsten (2014), stated that the primary interest of
this perspective is learning how followers impact organizational outcomes through the means of
their relationship with the leader. The role based perspective concentrates on determining the
characteristics and behaviors of followers needed to achieve desired outcomes. In summary, role
based perspectives of followership look at how leadership and followership are portrayed within
the context of hierarchical roles. This perspective creates the reversing the lens framework of
followership which discusses how influence is a double sided exchange, one in which followers
can also influence leaders (Martin, 2019) (See Figure 6).
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Figure 6
Reversing the Lens Framework
*Adapted from Followership theory: A review and research agenda, by Uhl-Bien, M., Riggio, R.
E., Lowe, K. B., & Carsten, M. K., 2014, The leadership quarterly, 25(1), p. 83-104.

The relational based perspective is the interpersonal, and intertwined nature of
followership (Uhl-Bien, Riggio, Lowe, & Carsten, 2014). Followership in a relational based
perspective is not tied to a specific role but rather a behavior (Uhl-Bien, Riggio, Lowe, &
Carsten, 2014). These behaviors are reactions to those who are leaders (Schindler, 2012). The
relational based perspective is co-created by the leader and follower through combined acts of
leading and following (Uhl-Bien, Riggio, Lowe, & Carsten, 2014). This means that leadership is
a give and take process. Relational based perspective states that leadership occurs when people
exert influence on each other and responds to the attempts. According to Uhl-Bien, Riggio,
Lowe, and Carsten (2014), this perspective suggests that leaders are not necessarily the ones
doing the leading and that leaders may exhibit following behaviors. Even though leaders have
the title, they may not actually be the leader of the group if the followers do not accept the
designated leader (Uhl-Bien, Riggio, Lowe, & Carsten, 2014). It is important to recognize that
leadership can flow in both directions. The relational based perspective is grounded on the idea
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of social constructivism which states that people create meaning about their reality as they
interact with each other (Northouse, 2018). Thus the goal of the relational view is to understand
the relationships that may or may not create leadership and followership (Uhl-Bien, Riggio,
Lowe, & Carsten, 2014). Founded on the relational based perspective of followership, the cocreated framework was created (See Figure 7). This framework emphasizes how leaders and
followers interact with each other in order to construct leadership as a whole.

Figure 7
Co-created Framework
*Adapted from Followership theory: A review and research agenda, by Uhl-Bien, M., Riggio, R.
E., Lowe, K. B., & Carsten, M. K., 2014, The leadership quarterly, 25(1), p. 83-104.

Factors of followership
Followership can be influenced by many aspects. One factor that can sway the
followership process is culture. The culture of the environment one is in will affect the level and
type of followership (Deale, Schoffstall, & Brown, 2016). What may be a standard type of
followership in one country may not be the same for another country. According to Blair and
Bligh (2018), most of the studies on followership were conducted in first world societies. This
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leaves out many other cultural views and how followership impacts them. While there are
organizations such a Global Leadership Organizational Behavior Effectiveness (GLOBE) who
explore culture and leadership ties, it is rare to see research that ties culture and followership
together (Blair & Bligh, 2018). Blair and Bligh (2018) also believed that by investigating other
cultural influences on followership, blind spots, in the sense of marginalized groups, will be
removed.
It is understood that culture guides the behaviors of individuals in a society. Since culture
effects follower behaviors, it can be concluded that culture moderates the leader-follower
relationship (Blair & Bligh, 2018). Culture can be look at in the sense of geographical
differences, or even different organizational work cultures. The set of accepted behaviors that
make culture, can vary between businesses. Brown and Thornborrow (1996) suggested that
organizational culture determines leadership styles of managers, which produces particular types
of followers. An example of how the culture can effect followership can be displayed through
how the organizational work culture values equality. Cultures that accept inequality have been
shown to have more passive forms of followership, while organizational work cultures who
value equality are likely to have more proactive followership that fosters collaboration (Blair &
Bligh, 2018).
Followership changes over time, which is like leadership in that it is not a stagnant
process. In today’s workforce, followership has started to take on a more horizontal approach
compared to a vertical or top down view. This democratic leadership style may foster
followership (Ricketson, 2008; Rook, 2018; Bligh, 2011). The reason this may be is because of
the new flow of information that is available to followers. With new technologies such as the
internet, followers now have the power to access information that they did not have before. It
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also gives them more power and influence in the workplace. This advocates that followers in
today’s era are different from followers 50 years ago and predicts that followers in the future will
likely evolve as well. As such leaders should communicate and adapt to each generation of
followers’ values over time (McAuley, 2016). An example of needed adaptability are changes in
technology, specifically changing the hospitality industry, leaving uncertainty and
unpredictability (Schindler, 2012).
The context of the situation that a follower is in can also affect how a follower behaves.
These behaviors are vital to the success of leaders (Deale, Schoffstall, & Brown, 2016). In times
of crisis followers are more likely to look to their leader for guidance, which creates differences
compared to times of stability. Some followers may flee from undesirable situations and retreat
to a leader who makes them feel secure (McAuley, 2016; Bligh, 2011). Adversely it is common
for destructive leaders to take advantage of a crises to have more followers support them.
While a toxic leader is needed for negative impact, blind followers and the right situation
is necessary as well (Uhl-Bien, Riggio, Lowe, & Carsten, 2014) (See Figure 8). This is evident
from leaders such as Hitler, who took advantage of the economic downturn after the World
Wars. Economic downturns give way to instability which is something that most people do not
like in particular with their jobs as far as payments. During tough times it would be logical to see
followers not speaking out against corrupt leadership in order to keep their job so that they can
provide for their families.
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Figure 8
Toxic Triangle
*Adapted from The toxic triangle: Destructive leaders, susceptible followers, and conducive
environments, by Padilla, A., Hogan, R., & Kaiser, R. B., 2007, The Leadership Quarterly, 18(3),
p. 176-194.

Notable experiments have been conducted on toxic leadership and how far people are
willing to go. Two of the most well-known studies are the Stanford prison experiment (1971),
and the Milgram experiment (1961). The Stanford prison experiment showed that when ordinary
people were given the role of prison guards and prisoners that they eagerly embraced their roles.
The guards portrayed themselves the way they thought guards acted which turned into a power
feeding frenzy. The guards became so violent with the prisoners that the experiment had to be
stopped early. The Milgram experiment on the other hand, hurt no one, even though some
participants believed that they did. The researches in this experiment said that the project was
about memory testing and they were “randomly” selecting participants to either take the test or
give it. Little did the participants know though that the persons taking the test knew about the
study, and the real motive of the project was to see how the test giver would react. The test
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givers were to give an interval of shocks, with each shock getting worse over time, when the test
taker got the answer wrong. The test taker was not actually hooked up to any sort of shocker
however they acted as if they were, resulting in noises of pain and pleas for the test giver to not
shock them anymore. The administrator of the experiment told the test giver that they had to
continue giving the test and shocks. Many of the participants complied and continued to fake
shock individuals to the point where if the shock was in fact real, they would be seriously
injuring another human being or possibly be causing death. Both experiments highlight toxic
leaders and the inability of followers to stand up to them.
Northouse (2018) summarized a set of factors that foster destructive leaders within
followers including: need for reassuring authority figures, need for security and certainty, need to
feel chosen or special, need for community, fear of ostracism, isolation and social death, fear of
powerlessness to challenge a bad leader. The need for reassuring authority figures can be tied to
the idea that followers are attracted to leaders who accept them (McAuley, 2016). As previously
discussed, most individuals do not favor instability so when leaders can offer security and
certainty, followers are more likely to support them. Most people want to feel special. This idea
of being chosen has many religious ties to indicate that it is perceived as a good thing, however it
has the potential to lead to negative situations. Feeling special can spearhead feelings of
superiority which gives way to negative groups such as white supremacy. The need for
community is supported by Maslow’s hierarchy of needs (See Figure 9) and Leader Member
Exchange (LMX) theory. A psychodynamic approach towards leadership asserts that leaders
provide followers with protection and create a sense of group identity (Martin, 2019). The need
for community can be fulfilled by groups such as fraternities or sororities, however these groups
are sometimes known for negative peer pressure through actions such as hazing. Similarly,
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ostracism looks at the pressure to conform. This is demonstrated through a common saying, “if
all of your friends jumped off a bridge, would you?” In this example there is obvious pressure to
conform to the group even if the actions of the group are negative. If the friend did not adhere to
the group, it is likely they would be shunned. Many followers feel that they do not have the
power to challenge the leader. This sense of powerlessness stems from followers not realizing
the power that they already have with in themselves, even more so when combined with other
followers. As Chaleff (2008) describes it though, challenging a leader takes great amounts of
courage.

Figure 9
Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs
*Reprinted from Thought Co., by Elizabeth Hopper, February 25, 2019, retrieved from
https://www.thoughtco.com/maslows-hierarchy-of-needs-4582571.

Followers can combat toxic leadership if they have the courage to do so though. Bligh
(2011) suggests to counteract destructive leaders followers can hold leaders accountable, create
term limits and departure options and calling out leaders who are inconsistent.
Not only do the leader and the situation effect followers, but other followers influence
followership as well (Bligh, 2011). Human nature dictates that we tend to follow social norms, so
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it is understandable that followers often mimic other follower behaviors (Schindler, 2012).
According to Schindler (2012), followers investigate the feelings and attitudes of other group
members to determine their role within the group, as well as to obtain social approval.
Similar to leadership, gender also has an impact on followership. Women tend to be
underrepresented in the leadership process, however most western countries are starting to aim
for gender equality (Braun, Stegmann, Hernandez Bark, Junker & Van Dick, 2017).
Organizations are noticing a difference with female representation having a positive relation to
corporate social responsibility. Previous studies indicate that people have biases when looking at
a male or female leader. The same can be said for followership. Braun, et. al (2017) said that
female followers are known to be more communicative, team-minded, and engaged, and less
aggressive and uncooperative compared to men. This bias stretches over to the types of
behaviors that males and females exhibit in regards to task or relationship behaviors. Women are
stereotyped to be more relationship based/communal, while men are more likely to be
categorized as having tasked based/agentic behaviors (Braun, et. al, 2017) (See Figure 10). As a
whole, women seem to benefit from being portrayed as a follower, making them strongly
associated with an ideal follower (Braun, et. al, 2017). There are some scholars who would
disagree though; McAuley (2016) suggested that followership attributes are similar between both
genders.
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Figure 10
Gender Differences in Followership
*Adapted from Think manager—think male, think follower—think female: Gender bias in
implicit followership theories, by Braun, S., Stegmann, S., Hernandez Bark, A. S., Junker, N. M.,
& van Dick, R., 2017, Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 47(7), p. 377-388.

Behaviors of leaders and followers are affected by the personal characteristics of the
person. Schyns and Felfe (2006) determined that the personality of followers is connected to the
perception of transformational leadership. Their study proved that there is bias against certain
leadership styles based on the followers’ personal characteristics. These characteristics are built
off of the moral or value system that the individual has which effects followership (Bjugstad,
Thach, Thompson, & Morris, 2006). Based on the characteristics and morals a person has, a
personality is developed. A follower’s personality can relate to a specific followership style
(Schindler, 2012). Examples can include followers who value extrinsic rewards and interpersonal
relations are typically drawn to relationship oriented leaders, and followers who value
achievement, structure and a strong sense of security were linked to task oriented leaders
(Ehrhart & Klein, 2001; Bjugstad, Thach, Thompson, & Morris, 2006). Followers who value
participation (Ehrhart & Klein, 2001), and have an agreeable personality or are emotionally
intense (Bligh, 2011), and are achievement oriented or risk takers (Bjugstad, Thach, Thompson,
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& Morris, 2006), are more likely to follow a charismatic leader. Ehrhart and Klein (2001)
summarized their findings claiming that followers had different responses to the same leader
behaviors and that followers looked for leaders whose values matched their own.
The personal connection that the follower has with the leader can influence followership
(Chaleff, 1995; Bjugstad, Thach, Thompson, & Morris, 2006). If a follower likes a particular
leader they will likely be more willing to have higher levels of followership compared to a leader
that the follower does not enjoy working with. If there are similarities in values and beliefs
between the leader and follower the need for empowerment may not be as high, because there is
a bond between them (Bjugstad, Thach, Thompson, & Morris, 2006). According to Hollander
(1992), the personal feelings towards the leader can come from relational attributes such as trust,
or characteristics such as a leader’s competence. The perceived qualities of the leader inﬂuences
the level of followership (Watters, Smith, Tobin & Beasley, 2019). Based on the research
McAuley (2016) conducted, the relationship between the follower and leader was more
influential than the followers’ own self esteem. On the other hand, some scholars argue that
followers act based on their personal characteristics regardless of the leadership style of the
leader (Ricketson, 2008). Overall the performance of followers is dependent on the relationship
they have with the leader (Rook, 2018), and the improvement of the relationships between
followers and leaders can lead to enhanced communication and organizational success
(Schindler, 2012).
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Effective followers
There are many qualities that make a follower great. Looking at the different typology
scales discusses previously, it can be determined that good followership includes followers who
are engaged (Kellerman, 2008), are supportive and challenging (Chaleff, 2008), independent,
critical thinkers, and active (Kelly, 1992), as well as dominant (Zaleznik, 1965).
With leadership studies originating from military inquisitions, it is noteworthy to
recognize military studies into followership as well. Townsend and Gebhardt (1997) quoted the
United States Army Infantry School’s Guidelines for Followers, which depicts what it takes to be
a good follower. The study concluded that to be a good follower one must: (a) know yourself and
seek self-improvement. (b) be technically and tactically proficient. (c) comply with orders and
initiate appropriate actions in the absence of orders. (d) develop a sense of responsibility and take
responsibility for your actions. (e) make sound and timely decisions or recommendations. (f) set
the example for others. (g) be familiar with your leader and his job and anticipate his
requirements. (h) keep your leaders informed. (i) understand the task and accomplish it ethically.
(j) be a team member (p. 137).
Schindler’s (2012) research concluded that great followers think for themselves, are
proactive, independent and innovative. He goes on to say that followers need cooperation, active
participation, commitment and task competency. Specific characteristics of effective followers
that Schindler (2012) mentioned included: intelligence, sociability, flexibility, enthusiasm,
commitment, creativity, drive, and the ability to handle stress.
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Sy (2010) organized what made followers effective or not into either a followership
prototype or a followership antiprototype. The three categories surrounding what makes an
effective follower in terms of the followership prototype include industry, enthusiasm, and good
citizen qualities. Each category has a subsequent subcategory that also positively relates to high
levels of followership (See Figure 11).

Figure 11
Effective Followers
*Adapted from What do you think of followers? Examining the content, structure, and
consequences of implicit followership theories by, Sy, T., 2010, Organizational Behavior and
Human Decision Processes, 113(2), p. 73-84.

Relationships are what Prilipko (2019) identified as being the most important factor for
effective followership. This includes interpersonal relations, group relations, contributing to the
group, reliability as a group member, effective communication and supporting others. Other
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areas that make a great follower include: tolerance, conceptual understanding, embracing change,
emotional intelligence, flexibility, and motivation (Prilipko, 2019).
Chaleff (1995) posited that the courageous follower is characterized by five dimensions
of behavior: courage to assume responsibility, courage to serve, courage to challenge, courage to
participate in transformation, and courage to take moral action (See Table 3). Being courageous
is what Chaleff believed effective followership to mean.
Table 3 Chaleff’s Dimensions of Courageous Followership
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Table 3 (Cont.)

*Adapted from An exploration of the relationship of leadership styles and dimensions of
courageous followership, by Ricketson Sr., R. S., 2008, Regent University.

It has been noted that it is vital for followers to be able to speak up credibly and
assertively in order for leaders to pay attention (Bligh, 2011). In addition, Bligh (2011)
proclaimed that followers need to be able to accurately gauge how and when to raise sensitive
topics with leaders, concluding that good communication skills are an important asset for
followers to acquire.
Kelley (1988) on the other hand believed that effective followers were ones who are
enthusiastic, intelligent, and self-reliant participation. This can be summarized into four distinct
qualities that effective followers share including: being able to manage themselves well,
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commitment to the organization, the desire to attain higher levels of performance, and are
courageous as well as honest (See Table 4).
Table 4 Kelley’s Dimensions of Effective Followers

*Adapted from An exploration of the relationship of leadership styles and dimensions of
courageous followership, by Ricketson Sr., R. S., 2008, Regent University.

Understanding that culture plays an impact it is important to recognize that what may
make an effect follower in one country may differ in another. To address this issue Antelo et al.
(2010) conducted surveys from six different countries to determine the top qualities of effective
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followers. The results concluded that there were 12 common attributes across the countries
including: (1) facility for interpersonal relations, (2) facility for group relations and functions, (3)
tolerance, (4) conceptual understanding, (5) facility for learning and embracing change, (6)
facility for effective communication, (7) reliability as a group member, (8) facility for
contribution to the group, (9) emotional intelligence, (10) facility for supporting others, (11)
flexibility, and (12) motivation for goal accomplishment.
Watters, Smith, Tobin & Beasley (2019) proposed a table that summarized a list of
effective follower behaviors. Their research also included the outcomes for displaying each of
the good behaviors. It is also important to note that they studied poor behaviors of ineffective
followers and their outcomes as well (See Table 5).
Table 5 Followership Behaviors and Outcomes

*Adapted from Follow the leader: followership and its relevance for surgeons, by Watters, D. A.,
Smith, K., Tobin, S., & Beasley, S. W., 2019, ANZ Journal of Surgery, 89(5), p. 589–593.
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Many of these characteristics are similar to what it takes to be a good leader (Deale,
Schoffstall, & Brown, 2016; Schindler, 2012). When great followership characteristics are
developed leaders have the ability to develop followers into great leaders (Schindler, 2012).
According to Schindler (2012), good leaders often take on the characteristics of those followed,
so it can be assumed that by enhancing follower attributes, leader attributes will correlate.
Contrary ineffective followers could be characterized as those without organizational
identity, are considered “yes people,” and are selfish (Martin, 2019). The least desirable
characteristics according to Brown and Thornborrow (1996), were unreliability, inefficiency,
untrustworthiness, uncooperativity, and irresponsibility. Bjugstad, Thach, Thompson, and Morris
(2006) agreed saying that ineffective followers are often critical, cynical, apathetic, and
alienated. They claimed that many ineffective followers will only do what is specifically
requested of them. Bjugstad, Thach, Thompson, and Morris (2006) also suggested that instead of
figuring out what they can do, ineffective followers focus on things that can go wrong and things
beyond their control. Ineffective followers also tend to blame others around them for problems
instead of owning up to situations (Bjugstad, Thach, Thompson, & Morris, 2006). These poor
attitudes that the ineffective followers have can spread within the organization, resulting in low
morale, lack of production, and lost human potential.
Leadership in Followership
Leadership is a well-researched topic compared to followership; yet much of the
organizational success is dependent on followers (Deale, Schoffstall, & Brown, 2016). The
research that has been done on followership is mainly viewed through the lens of leadership and
is based in theory with no empirical evidence to back it (Rook, 2018). This lack of research can
be demonstrated by Bligh and Kohles (2008) research done on a popular leadership journal,
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Leadership Quarterly, which revealed that only 14% of their articles over a 19-year period
included the word follower in the abstract or title. Based on the research conducted by Weick
(2007), there was a 57:1 ratio for the term leader compared to follower. Bligh (2011) went on to
find that the term ‘leader’ in September 2009 generated 247 million results, while ‘follower’ had
11.3 million hits; this 22:1 ratio is significantly lower than the previous research conducted by
Weick (2007). According to a current Google search in December 2019, the word ‘leader’
resulted in 6 billion hits, whereas ‘follower’ had around 1.6 billion results, which gives a ratio of
approximately 4:1. While there is still a vast difference, the gap between the two terms is
closing.
While much improvement has been made this continued lack of research into
followership causes leaders to often overlook the importance of followership (Schindler, 2012;
Watters, Smith, Tobin & Beasley, 2019; Rook, 2018). Additionally, the absence of clarity
reinforces the need for development of research in followership (Alwazzan, 2017). As new
research is done more issues and questions arise based on the focus shifting from a leader centric
approach to a focus on followership (Bligh, 2011).
Bligh and Kohles (2008) articulate that articles on followers generally fall into one of
three broad categories: (1) follower attributes relevant to the leadership process, including
follower perceptions, affect, identity, motivation, and values; (2) leader–follower relations, such
as the active role followers play in dynamic leadership processes; and (3) follower outcomes of
leadership behaviors, such as performance, creativity, or other dependent variables and
unspecified effects that leaders have on followers. All the categories suggest that followers are
often simply seen as the recipients of the actions of the leader in order to reach goals and not
causal agents themselves (Uhl-Bien, Riggio, Lowe, & Carsten, 2014). Seeing them only in this
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light can be negative and can potentially cause an overdependence of followers needing leaders
in order to achieve goals, since leaders are the ones performing (Schindler, 2012). The ability to
have good followership is a prerequisite for effective leadership (Deale, Schoffstall, & Brown,
2016; Agho, 2009; Crossman & Crossman, 2011; Rost, 1995). Many scholars even argue that
followership should be studied as an integral part of the leadership process (Deale, Schoffstall, &
Brown, 2016; Schindler, 2012; Prilipko, 2019)
Leadership only exists due to the will of the followers (Schindler, 2012; Bjugstad, Thach,
Thompson, & Morris, 2006). Leadership cannot exist without followership, since without
followers there are no leaders (Schindler, 2012; Watters, Smith, Tobin & Beasley, 2019; Martin,
2019; Northouse, 2018). In order for leaders to lead they need others to follow. Based on the
work of Rook (2018), leaders only emerge if the benefits of leading were desired by the group.
Followers are known to be more willing to follow is the benefits are greater as a group than an
individual (Rook, 2018). Essentially if it is more beneficial for the follower to work within a
group, they will. From this point the leader will establish the benefits that are needed to best
address the needs of the group. The needs of the group of followers determine what type of
leadership is necessary to reach their goals (Rook, 2018). Ascertaining the correct leadership
style will likely gain the support of followers. According to Watters, Smith, Tobin and Beasley
(2019) leaders need the support of followers in order to exert their leadership. Lundin and
Lancaster (1990) assert that leadership effectiveness is primarily reliant on the support, loyalty
and knowledge of followers. The bases for good leadership and followership is based on trust,
transparency and teamwork that strengthens the relationship between followers and the leader
(Schindler, 2012). When leaders trust and respect followers’ abilities, the follower’s internal
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motivation will likely increase resulting in success (Bjugstad, Thach, Thompson, & Morris,
2006).
To build on our understanding of how followership and leadership relate, Uhl-Bien,
Riggio, Lowe, and Carsten (2014) defined followership characteristics, followership behaviors
and followership outcomes. Uhl-Bien, Riggio, Lowe, and Carsten (2014) set forth the terms as:
followership characteristics are characteristics that impact how one defines and enacts
followership, followership behaviors are behaviors enacted from the standpoint of a follower role
or in the act of following and followership outcomes are outcomes of followership characteristics
and behaviors that may occur at the individual, relationship and work-unit levels (See Figure 12).

Figure 12
Followership Characteristics, Behaviors and Outcomes
*Adapted from Followership theory: A review and research agenda, by Uhl-Bien, M., Riggio, R.
E., Lowe, K. B., & Carsten, M. K., 2014, The leadership quarterly, 25(1), p. 83-104.
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Leadership theories
Transformational leadership enhances trust and respect in followership (Ricketson,
2008). This occurs by leaders working together with followers to create it. Followers can help
influence leaders through upward communication to establish positive organizational
transformation (Schindler, 2012).
Followers are more likely to make ethical choices when authentic leadership is used
(McAuley, 2016) and it aids in building follower trust (Du Plessis & Boshoff, 2018). As
previously mentioned, these are desired qualities in follower that will likely increase
organizational success.
Regarding a laissez-faire style of leadership, which is a hands-off approach, there are
negative correlations with followership (Ricketson, 2008). Both laissez-faire and transactional
leadership styles imply that there is no relationship with followership because there is little to no
relationship between the follower and leader for these styles (Ricketson, 2008).
Followership can help drive leader-member exchange (LMX) relationships (Xu, Loi, Cai
& Liden, 2019). Leader Member Exchange theory supports the idea that leadership is jointly
produced as a co-created framework and role-based perspective of followership (Uhl-Bien,
Riggio, Lowe, & Carsten, 2014). Leader Member Exchange theory provides reasonable
arguments that both leaders and followers need each other to accomplish a shared purpose
(Rook, 2018). This warrants the necessity for good communication. The better the
communication between the follower and leader displayed in followership the higher the quality
of LMX (Hua Fan & Bing Han, 2018).
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Followers helping leaders
Effective leaders surround themselves with good followers that play on the individual
strengths to build the team (Rook, 2018). Bringing followers with varying skills can provide an
enhanced team. Followers can also provide an extra set of eyes to look over the work, which can
help solve issues that are created by, or unable to be fixed by leaders (Watters, Smith, Tobin &
Beasley, 2019). Followers make leaders successful by giving support, actively contributing, and
assisting others (Watters, Smith, Tobin & Beasley, 2019). This support can come in a range of
forms including their ability to back leaders when they deliver criticism to higher ups
(Shellenbarger, 2015).
Effective followers also help leaders by ensuring standards are maintained and protocols
are followed (Watters, Smith, Tobin & Beasley, 2019). One way to do this is by holding up a
mirror to leaders actions in order to make sure that leaders are behaving correctly and ethically
(Townsend & Gebhardt, 1997). Another area where followers can help leaders includes
managing time and information alongside with being an active supporter to other followers
(Ricketson, 2008).
While some may see followership and leadership in a competitive nature, they should be
factors that complement each other to be able to best achieve their goals (Schindler, 2012). Both
the leader and follower must work together to accomplish this, because when there are low levels
of followership, it is likely that there is an absence of leadership as well (McAuley, 2016).
Chaleff (2009) said that leaders and followers are responsible for bringing out the best in each
other because the follower and the leader have the ability to play active roles in the leadership
process which contributes to the organizational success or demise (Schindler, 2012).
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Followership in hospitality
Hospitality is a unique industry in the sense that it focuses less on production and more
on customer service (Schindler, 2012). While it is still important to cook the food right, guests
care about how the staff treats them and recovery in the event of production fails. In order to
establish excellent customer service hospitality organizations need to hire and train the right
people. People are the most important asset in the hospitality industry (Bjugstad, Thach,
Thompson, & Morris, 2006). Leaders are key to inspiring the restaurants vision, hence the need
for great leaders. The National Restaurant Association calls for a need of thousands of leadership
positions within the industry in the future (Schindler, 2012). While leaders inspire, followers are
the ones who get the job done. Yet leaders exhibit little regard to the importance of followership
in the industry (Schindler, 2012). Increasing followership in the hospitality industry could be
beneficial by energizing employees, increasing job satisfaction and overall productivity (Du
Plessis & Boshoff, 2018).
The extent of studies on followership within a hospitality context is rare despite
followership being vital (Deale, Schoffstall, & Brown, 2016). Organizations who continue to use
traditional leadership models instead underperform when compared to a shared leadership
approach (Rook, 2018; Bligh, 2011). According to Rook (2018), this is because organizations are
more dependent on followers now than previously. Followers bring varying sets of skills to
improve organizations. These skills can include creativity and innovation, which is what the
current work environment calls for in order to remain competitive (Schindler, 2012; Blair &
Bligh, 2018).
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According to Rook (2018) by understanding the different types of followers,
organizations will be able to engage and motivate their employees. The philosophy of the
hospitality industry is changing over time from a managerial approach which is planning,
organizing, staffing, controlling and problem solving towards a more leadership approach where
leaders set a direction, align people, motivate, inspire and empower (Schindler, 2012).
Empowering followers can lead to employees being able to make decisions independently which
can lead to achieving high levels of customer service (Schindler, 2012). Benefits of employee
engagement include customer loyalty, employee retention, employee productivity, manager selfefficacy, and enhancement of personal resources, health, and well-being (Rook, 2018).
Followership training
While followership is recognized as an important concept to organizational success
(Deale, Schoffstall, & Brown, 2016; Van Vugt, 2009; Bjugstad, Thach, Thompson, & Morris,
2006), there is little training to improve levels of followership. There are numerous leadership
courses, workshops, books, and articles that discuss improvement; yet, there is minute amounts
of research dealing with followership and its development (Schindler, 2012; Watters, Smith,
Tobin & Beasley, 2019; Prilipko, 2019). The lack of support for improving followership is not
because people think that followership is not able to be developed. Experts agree that
followership skills can be taught and improved (Prilipko, 2019; Brown & Thornborrow, 1996;
McAuley, 2016; Uhl-Bien, Riggio, Lowe, & Carsten, 2014). Training for developed followership
can look at how leaders can draw upon their followers and how followers can be better
followers.
Leaders should interact with their followers to determine the best direction (Schindler,
2012). Listening to follower input helps to build the leader follower relationship. Schindler
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(2012) said that it is important to develop a successful working relationship between the leader
and follower, since there is a link between the relationship and organizational success.
Communication is not always about talking: it is about listening. Developing clear speaking and
listening skills will help to develop better followership (Ramazzina, 2017). Leaders should ask a
variety of open-ended questions to persuade followers to increase their voice behavior. As a
result, the leader will receive better input for improvements and about what the follower needs
(Ramazzina, 2017). Understanding the follower’s needs will better improve the relationship
between the leader and follower, increasing levels of followership (Rook, 2018). Giving honest
and timely feedback causes followers to spend less time second guessing themselves which
results in them being more productive (Ramazzina, 2017), and it shows followers that the leader
cares (Bjugstad, Thach, Thompson, & Morris, 2006).
Leaders should reflect often on their personal leadership style and preferences to ensure
that they are being as effective as possible. They can accomplish this by mapping out their role
and responsibilities as a leader and compare it to the organizations core values to see if the two
line up (Ramazzina, 2017). Another tactic could be to complete a 360-degree survey, which
helps leaders and followers know what others think of them. Understanding strengths and
weakness can help determine what they need to focus on and areas where they are succeeding at.
Being able to grasp this information and apply it could lead towards improved levels of
followership (Ramazzina, 2017). Learning about key followership attribute in this way may help
followers better understand themselves, how they function, and how they can best impact their
organization (Northouse, 2018). The 360-degree evaluations can also help to illuminate problem
areas where a clarification of expectations could help solve it. Unrealistic or unclear
expectations could furthermore cause a follower’s lack of confidence (Bjugstad, Thach,
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Thompson, & Morris, 2006). Confidence can be enhanced through role-playing activities. In
these activities followers can learn how to overcome inhibitions against being too assertive in the
face of authority, as well as how to raise issues forcefully enough to be heard, particularly in
times of ambiguity, crisis, or turbulence (Bligh, 2011). Additionally, mentoring programs and
professional education would both likely be effective training tools to enhance leader follower
relations and followership (Schindler, 2012).
Voice Behavior
Voice behavior background
Throughout history a majority of research completed on voice behavior has been grounded in
social exchange theory with a focus on the norm for reciprocity (Liang, Chang, Ko, & Lin,
2017). This means that the basis for voice behavior is a taking and giving process. Some of the
first works on voice behavior appeared as early as the late 1980s, which were conducted by
Rusbult et al. (1988). They examined a set of employees’ responses to job dissatisfaction
(Morrison, 2014). It was not until the late 1990s when Van Dyne & LePine (1998) determined
that voice behavior could be thought of as an extrarole behavior.
When looking at voice behavior as a human behavior, it may appear to be engrained within
individuals to not speak up. Morrison (2014) argued that exhibiting voice is not necessarily the
default option. People who have ideas, concerns or opinions often stay silent. This could be
because human nature dictates us to stay quite in order to remain safe. Humans may have
evolved to be particularly vigilant and self-protective when addressing others in power, and for
survival benefits of not offending the higher status individuals (Morrison, 2014).
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Premeaux and Bedeian (2003) defined voice as “openly stating one’s views or opinions about
workplace matters, including the actions or ideas of others, suggested or needed changes, and
alternative approaches or different lines of reasoning for addressing job-related issues” (p.1538).
This suggests that voice behavior entails a challenge to the status quo (Xu Shi, Hoof, Serrano,
Fernandez, & Ullauri, 2017). The point of voice behavior is addressing the need for change in
some capacity. This begins with the knowledge and need for change. In order to express either
voice or silence an employee needs to first be aware of a problem, opportunity or have an idea,
concern, or perspective that might be relevant or important to articulate (Morrison, 2014; Xu Shi,
Hoof, Serrano, Fernandez, & Ullauri, 2017).
The need to express voice in theory is driven by benefiting others. This suggests that the
primary intent is to bring about positive change and improvement, not to voice complaints or
receive a positive outcome for oneself (Morrison, 2014). While the main purpose behind voice
behavior is for the benefit of others, other factors such as politics and self-promotion may be in
play. Morrison (2014) suggests that this is because the tensions between what is best for the
collective organization may be different from the individual. Expressing voice is inherently
positive in the sense that the employee speaking is attempting to create advances. While the
intention may be positive that does not necessarily mean that the perception of the voice or the
results of the voice expressed will be positive or viewed as constructive. Causes for this may be
the fact that leaders could hold different views of what is in the best interests of the organization
and its stakeholders or about who should weigh in on various issues (Morrison, 2014).
Voice behavior can be categorized into different types. The first classification is determined
by who the voice is being delivered to. If improvements are being suggested to someone in a
position of power such as a leader, then it would be considered upward voice behavior.
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Conversely speaking out to a peer who has the same level of power would be considered lateral
voice behavior. This suggest that the message and situation of voice behavior is target sensitive
(Li, Liang, Zhang, & Wang, 2018). Voice is most typically thought of in an upward context
because employees are often in outstanding positions to offer suggestions regarding
organizational improvements (Butler, & Whiting, 2019). This upward approach is the type of
voice behavior that is most researched, perhaps because lateral flow is thought of as being
ineffective compared to upward flowing voice behavior. Butler and Whiting (2019) suggest that
this is because lateral voice behavior is not targeted at individuals who can influence the change
that is desired. It instead tends to result in distractions from task performance.
Another category that voice can be broken down into stems from the way the message was
received. Klaas, Olson-Buchanan, and Ward (2012) stated that informal voice could be
expressed in casual conversation, a meeting involving multiple participants, or a written note or
e-mail while formal voice include formal suggestion systems, where employees may submit
ideas or suggestions to improve organizational processes such as grievance or appeal processes.
Often in formal voice behavior, the suggestions are recorded according to specified procedures
which allows for the evaluation of the ideas or concerns presented (Klaas, Olson-Buchanan, &
Ward, 2012). Establishing formal voice behavior procedures has the potential to increase voice
behavior due to the likeness of follow through of management as well as the ability for formal
voice behavior to be anonymous which could reduce fear on the employee side.
Value of voice behavior
The value of expressing voice behavior comes in many forms. There are psychological
benefits of expressing voice such as the increase the morale (Morrison, 2014) and the overall
psychological health of employees (Koyuncu, Burke, Fixenbaum, & Tekin, 2013). Morrison
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(2014) claimed that employees may feel more valued and a greater sense of control when they
are given the opportunity to express their views, in particular before a decision is made. The
ability to expressing one’s feelings, rather than keeping them inside, has known physical and
mental health benefits (Morrison, 2014).
Improved morale and psychological health may then turn into job satisfaction. Based on
work completed by Koyuncu, Burke, Fixenbaum, and Tekin (2013), front-line employees who
showed higher levels of voice behavior also reported higher levels of job satisfaction. When
employees have higher levels of morale and job satisfaction, it can be predicted that they will
want to stay at their jobs. It is expected then that voice behavior can reduce turnover. Koyuncu,
Burke, Fixenbaum, and Tekin (2013) stated in their work that the higher levels of voice
behaviors led to a decrease in the intent to quit. Morrison (2014) on the other hand, expressed
that if leaders did not listen to voice behavior, employee turnover would increase. This can be
summarized as the need for leaders to not only be willing to listen to voice behavior but respond
appropriately.
Further work completed by Koyuncu, Burke, Fixenbaum, and Tekin (2013) indicated that
higher levels of voice behavior could improve decision making, learning capabilities, teamwork,
problem solving, and reduce workplace errors and accidents. Li, Liang, Zhang, and Wang (2018)
supported this by concluding that employees were better able to identify potential problems and
emerging opportunities. This is generally accepted because of the fact that lower level followers
are often closer to the day to day operations compared to the leader who is generally looking at
the bigger picture. Having knowledge on the day to day operations gives followers information
about processes, products, and customers that most managers do not typically have (Butler, &
Whiting, 2019). These followers tend to be more focused on the organizational inputs being
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converted to the outputs, products, and services. This gives them the unique perspective of being
able to understand the daily process that may need improvement. Morrison (2014) believes that
employees can harness this perspective to conceive suggestions and new ideas that produce
information about problems, which can enable those problems to be corrected, and provide
differing opinions that can lead to more informed decisions. Since leaders do not see the issues
that frontline employees do, they may believe that “no news is good new” and have a false sense
of what is going on within their organization (Morrison, 2014). The leaders who believe this can
be detrimental to the business.
All of these benefits can be summarized into the improvement of organizational
performance. This is accomplished by increasing efficiency and the effectiveness of the business.
Liang, Chang, Ko, and Lin (2017) stated that voice behavior was beneficial because it improved
workflow and injected new elements into work. For organizations to be effective, information
from different perspectives is required to improve organizations success (Koyuncu, Burke,
Fixenbaum, & Tekin, 2013). If voice is withheld, the performance may suffer (Morrison, 2014).
This notion comes with limitations. MacKenzie et al. (2011) did not find that the relationship
between voice behavior and organizational performance was a straight line, instead it was a
curvilinear. Butler and Whiting (2019) backed Mackenzie et al. (2011), by agreeing that
increasing levels of voice were shown to lead to improvements up to a certain point, but at a
certain point performance would start to suffer with too much voice. This could be explained by
the notion of: if everyone is speaking constantly it could be hard to get any actual work done. It
could also be illuminated by the idea of everyone trying to make several suggestions on how to
improve one specific area may be causing too many possibilities for leaders to choose between.
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Why followers do not speak up
There are many factors that determine why some employees do not speak up. One of the
main arguments for this is the notion of moral efficacy, which is followers’ perceptions about
whether their voice will be effective or not (Xu Shi, Hoof, Serrano, Fernandez, & Ullauri, 2017).
Hannah et al. (2011) defined the term as “an individual’s belief in his or her capabilities to
organize and mobilize the motivation, cognitive resources, means, and courses of action needed
to attain moral performance, within a given moral domain, while persisting in the face of moral
adversity” (p. 675). Moral efficacy is backed by expectancy theory, which looks at the
relationship between effort and expected outcomes (Xu Shi, Hoof, Serrano, Fernandez, &
Ullauri, 2017). It is reasonable to understand that if an employee did not believe that voicing
their opinions would make a difference, they would then choose to remain silent.
Reasons why followers might believe their voice would not make a difference are plentiful.
The follower themselves may have personal reasons for not speaking up such as anxiety, low
self-esteem, or confidence issues. Some leaders may have never addressed the importance of
voice behavior, so the follower may believe that the input is not welcome. When followers see
other employees rejected or suffer consequences for exhibiting voice behavior it can be predicted
that they will be less likely to speak up. The employee themselves could have been previously
disregarded or after speaking up not seen any follow through on the leaders part, causing the
same effect. A notable reason in literature comes from the idea that the follower does not have a
solution (Jiang, Gao, & Yang, 2018). The employee may feel that they will not be as effective if
there is no positive suggestion to go along with voicing a problem. When displaying a problem
without a solution, the employee’s image may be damaged because those who do offer solutions
are more likely to be viewed by leaders as being more committed to the success of the
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organization and showcase the employees expertise in the matter (Butler, & Whiting, 2019;
Morrison, 2014). Butler and Whiting (2019) argue that if employees are aware of a problem,
leaders should strive to ascertain that information, whether that employee has a solution for the
issue or not.
Leaders are another key factor into why employees don’t speak up. This is especially true
with abusive supervisors. Abusive supervision can be defined as “subordinates’ perceptions of
the extent to which supervisors engage in the sustained display of hostile verbal and nonverbal
behaviors, excluding physical contact” (Tepper, 2000, p. 178). Around 14% of U.S. workers are
estimated to have experienced abusive supervisors and this percentage might be increased in
high power distance cultures (Xu Shi, Hoof, Serrano, Fernandez, & Ullauri, 2017). Abusive
supervision comes in various forms. According to Xu Shi, Hoof, Serrano, Fernandez, and Ullauri
(2017), this can include acts such as a supervisor ridiculing and invading the privacy of a
subordinate or putting a subordinate down in front of other people. These examples highlight
how abusive supervision is destructive to organizational success. In addition, it is known to
increase employee absenteeism, turnover, and lost productivity. The estimated cost to U.S.
organizations reached roughly $24 billion annually in 2012 (Xu Shi, Hoof, Serrano, Fernandez,
& Ullauri, 2017). Based on the costs it is imperative for employees to display voice behavior in
order to combat abusive leader’s effects on the organization.
Leaders can be perceived as being too hard to find, too busy to listen to employee concerns,
or not willing to help even when they were available (Xu Shi, Hoof, Serrano, Fernandez, &
Ullauri, 2017). This may be because certain managers might be voice averse. This would suggest
that voicing employees could also be effected by the nature of their manager (Butler, & Whiting,
2019). The personality of the leader influences that willingness of the leader to accept voice
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behavior. According to Morrison (2014), extraverted leaders were less receptive than more
introverted leaders to employee proactivity. The leaders who viewed voice as a threat or a
challenge to their own competence were generally less confident in their own abilities or had a
low sense of managerial efficacy (Butler, & Whiting, 2019; Morrison, 2014). This caused them
to fail to appreciate the value of input and advice given from others as it could be difficult for
people to hear input as constructive and nonthreatening, which is often met with defensiveness or
resistance.
Milliken and colleagues (2003) conducted interviews which found that 85% of employees
reported that they had, on at least one occasion, felt unable to raise an issue of concern and that
only 51% indicated that they generally felt comfortable speaking to their boss about issues that
concerned them. Another study completed by Detert and colleagues (2010) surveyed 439
employees working in different organizations and found that 42% reported withholding
information when they felt they had nothing to gain or something to lose, by sharing it.
Employees tend to believe that their voice will be viewed negatively by organizational superiors
and that those providing their voice will be punished or experience negative outcomes as a result
of their behavior. This was assumed by employees who could not provide any evidence of
organizational members who had received such sanctions (Butler, & Whiting, 2019).
Leaders also have the power to reward or punish their followers. This can create fear for
employees in terms of the consequences and risks that they take when demonstrating voice
behavior. According to Morrison (2014), the more personally risky that voice is, the less likely
an employee will be to speak up with ideas or concerns. The material or social losses take many
forms such as social isolation (Jiang, Gao, & Yang, 2018; Morrison, 2014), damaged image
(Jiang, Gao, & Yang, 2018; Morrison, 2014), negative influence career development or salary
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progression (Jiang, Gao, & Yang, 2018; Morrison, 2014), and even potentially fired (Morrison,
2014).
A study completed be Stamper and Van Dyne (2001) found a connection between the
position held of the employee and their voice behavior. There was less voice behavior
demonstrated among employees who were involuntarily working part time. They concluded that
these employees were hoping to switch to full-time status, so it can be assumed that they were
more concerned about evoking negative reactions from others (Morrison, 2014).
Employees normally experience some form of discomfort when expressing voice behavior.
This creates a desire to avoid such discomfort in order to maintain social harmony. This
phenomenon can is generally accepted as the MUM effect (Rosen & Tesser 1970; Morrison,
2014). Not expressing voice behavior because it is an undesirable topic ends up stifling honest
and often necessary communication (Morrison, 2014).
Why followers speak up
While many followers choose to not speak up, there are still several who do display voice
behavior. The decision of whether to speak up is a process that often unfolds slowly over time.
According to Morrison (2014), an employee may need time to decide whether, when, and how to
communicate an idea or concern, and will often not engage in voice right away. Some employees
may need time to gather more information, talk to trusted colleagues, or more carefully think
through the pros and cons of raising a particular issue (Morrison, 2014). On the outside it may
seem like this employee is choosing to remain silent when in reality they are just in the early
stages leading to voice.
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The motivation for why an employee would speak up varies amongst individuals. Some
employees may feel a sense of internal motivation, which is often derived from their values.
When personal moral values are threatened, individuals will potentially respond by expressing
and protecting their values through conveying voice behavior (Xu Shi, Hoof, Serrano,
Fernandez, & Ullauri, 2017). Morrison (2014) supported this theory by concluding that
employees may exhibit voice behavior as way to affirm their sense of self and reinforce their
values. Values are influenced by the personal attributes of the individual and it can be
determined that certain personality traits can impact voice behavior. Morrison (2014) suggested
that factors such as extraversion, proactive personality, assertiveness, and duty orientation
effected voice behavior. It was also believed that cognitions such as personal control, influence
and empowerment, and communication skills play a key role in voice behavior (Morrison, 2014).
Butler and Whiting (2019) went on to state that personal initiative had a strong relationship with
voice behavior.
Emotions of the individual also have an effect on the motivation of expressing voice
behavior. Anger has been argued to increase the likelihood of voice behavior, but this is often
regardless of whether a careful consideration of benefits and risks would support doing so
(Morrison, 2014). Thus the emotions that may motivate employees to engage in voice, may also
undermine their ability to do so constructively. Individuals who know how to manage their
emotions not only engaged in voice more frequently, but also did so more effectively and
constructively (Morrison, 2014). It has also been found that the more serious the issue is, the
more likely employees were willing to exhibit voice behavior (Miceli et al., 2008). If the
seriousness increases, the potential costs of remaining silent did as well, this can greatly intensify
the motivation to speak up (Morrison, 2014).
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Followers are also motivated and learn from their personal experiences. According to
Liang, Chang, Ko, and Lin (2017), people who considered their work to be positive were more
likely to exhibit voice more frequently or intensely. The positive work environment is
established by a set of shared and accepted social norms within the organization. This indicates
that organizations should dictate fairness, politeness, and professional decorum within workplace
contexts (Xu Shi, Hoof, Serrano, Fernandez, & Ullauri, 2017). The factor that is most powerful
predictor of voice behavior is felt responsibility. Felt responsibility derives from employees who
feel that they have a personal responsibility for the results of their work (Butler, & Whiting,
2019). Thus it can be understood that if employees enjoy their work and they feel responsible for
the outcomes, they will be more likely to speak up.
Several people attribute job satisfaction to the relationship of the employee with their leader.
If the relationship is positive and supportive it is more likely that the follower will be willing to
speak up (Koyuncu, Burke, Fixenbaum, & Tekin, 2013; Morrison, 2014). It is reasonable to
justify that it would be easier to talk with someone you felt comfortable with compared to
someone that you were not on good terms with. On the flipside, in some cases the broken
relationship between follower and leader can fuel voice. Previous research suggests that
employees were more likely to engage in voice behavior if they felt like the unspoken
psychological contract between supervisors and subordinates had been violated (Xu Shi, Hoof,
Serrano, Fernandez, & Ullauri, 2017). This may be due to emotional driven choices. Employees
may seek justice or revenge based on the social norms of the organization being broken. Either
way it is clear that the leader has an important role as to the willingness of the follower to display
voice behavior.
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The supervisor’s leadership style has a significant influence on followers’ voice behavior
(Liang, Chang, Ko, & Lin, 2017). Transformational leadership had positive effects on voice
behaviors (Liang, Chang, Ko, & Lin, 2017; Jiang, Gao, & Yang, 2018; Morrison, 2014).
According to Butler and Whiting (2019), leader member exchange (LMX) is also strongly
related to voice behavior. It is not surprising that these leadership styles in particular correlate to
voice behavior given that these styles highly depend on the relationship between leader and
follower.
Receiving support from the leader as well as coworkers factors into the followers
decision to speak up. In the workplace, coworker support is arguably one of the most relevant
forms of social support for employees (Xu Shi, Hoof, Serrano, Fernandez, & Ullauri, 2017). The
social support can come in many forms. Emotional support is person-focused and provides
concern for personal well-being, while instrumental support is task-focused and aimed at
resolving work-related issues (Xu Shi, Hoof, Serrano, Fernandez, & Ullauri, 2017).
Support is one of many factors that make up a good work culture. Some organizational
cultures are more likely to support and encourage voice than others (Koyuncu, Burke,
Fixenbaum, & Tekin, 2013). Employees are more likely to exhibit voice if they feel safe
(Koyuncu, Burke, Fixenbaum, & Tekin, 2013; Butler, & Whiting, 2019; Morrison, 2014). Voice
is also affected by culture which enhances the power distance between follower and leader.
Individualism and power distance can affect the willingness to use voice (Klaas, OlsonBuchanan, & Ward, 2012). This can be tied to the extent that a culture values direct
communication or not (Morrison, 2014).
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Model
Morrison (2014) created a model that explains the process of voice behavior (See Figure 13).
It was determined that employees engaged in voice only when the motivators or driving forces
were stronger than the inhibitors or restraining forces (See Table 6). There should be prosocial
motivation in the form of desire to make a positive difference in one’s workplace, a calculation
of cost and benefits, as well as automatic responses which are noncalculative (Morrison, 2014).
It can be argued that people often forget about the automatic responses. It is common to believe
that people think logically and carefully decide how to react, but often individuals respond based
on emotions without calculating the costs and benefits of the situation.

Figure 13
Voice Model
*Adapted from Employee voice and silence, by Morrison, E. W., 2014, Annual Review of
Organizational Psychology Organizational Behavior, 1(1), p. 173-197.
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Table 6 Variables that can Motivate or Inhibit Voice

Adapted from Employee voice and silence, by Morrison, E. W., 2014, Annual Review of
Organizational Psychology Organizational Behavior, 1(1), p. 173-197.

It is important to look at what one voices. The message can either be suggestions (i.e.,
promotive voice) or problems (i.e., prohibitive voice). This can include the subordinate
describing a situation of unfairness or misconduct on the part of the supervisor, information
about illegal or unethical activities, or suggestions for addressing routine problems or for making
improvements.
In order for the leader to receive voice behavior the person addressing them will likely be
perceived better if they have expertise in the topic area being voiced about, the extent to which
the voicing employee was viewed as being trustworthy, and the provision of voice in a timely
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manner when an opportunity to take corrective action or fix the identified issue still existed
(Butler, & Whiting, 2019). Voice behavior is often more positively viewed when demonstrated
sooner rather than later (Morrison, 2014).
Lastly it is important to consider the leader that is spoken to. One could go to leader, the
skip-level leader (i.e., those above the abusive supervisor) or a human resource representative in
order to take action (Xu Shi, Hoof, Serrano, Fernandez, & Ullauri, 2017). It is important to have
emotional intelligence to be able to gauge when to approach the appropriate person. The target’s
mood and behavior have strong effects in promoting employees’ voice behaviors toward the
target (Li, Liang, Zhang, & Wang, 2018). Thus it would likely be a positive experience if
expressing the voice behavior to a trusted mentor.
Options
Some of the other options employees have are issue selling, whistle blowing, and
acquiescence. Issue selling refers to efforts by an employee to get organizational leaders to pay
attention to an issue that the employee sees as particularly important. This activity involves not
only engaging in voice, but also behaviors such as identifying allies, building a coalition, and
preparing a formal presentation (Morrison, 2014). Whistle-blowing refers to the disclosure of
illegal, immoral, or illegitimate practices to persons or organizations that may be able to effect
action (Morrison, 2014). In other cases employees remain silent in a state of acquiescence
because they have given up hope of improvement and feels completely powerless to speak up
(Morrison, 2014).
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Hospitality
According to Raub and Robert (2013), the hospitality industry provides frequent
opportunities to engage in voice behavior; however, there is little research done on the topic
within this field. This is odd because it is recognized that voice behavior significantly influenced
the bottom-line restaurant outcomes of sales, profitability, and employee turnover via its impact
on workgroup performance (Butler, & Whiting, 2019).
With the rapid pace of technological and economic growth, and managers facing multiple
competing demands for their time and attention, the need for employees to step up is great.
Restaurants need constructive advice from followers in order to improve organizational
functioning, stay competitive and enhance the adaptability of the organization (Jiang, Gao, &
Yang, 2018; Li, Liang, Zhang, & Wang, 2018; Butler, & Whiting, 2019). To best meet the needs
of the business input is needed from others in order to make timely and correct decision. (Li,
Liang, Zhang, & Wang, 2018)
Developing voice behavior
Training of voice behavior to increase the likelihood that followers will speak up is not
something discussed often especially within the hospitality field. In order to increase voice
behavior one could either increase the motivator or decrease the inhibitors.
One should start with making sure the right people are hired. When conducting the interview
for the job, leaders can scan for personal initiative, extraversion, and other personal
characteristics that may make someone naturally speak up (Butler, & Whiting, 2019). Managers
and human resources departments should design jobs where employees have autonomy over
decision-making and are provided responsibility for outcomes (Butler, & Whiting, 2019). The
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climate of the organization should promote open communication by expressing sincere interest in
employee input and consultation in decision-making (Morrison, 2014; Butler, & Whiting, 2019).
The leaders are another key area to examine. It is important to consider leadership
development training that is focused specifically on the principles of the leader–member
exchange and transformational models, rather than a broad leadership focus (Butler, & Whiting,
2019). Managers should focus time on building individual relationships with each of their
employees or followers (Butler, & Whiting, 2019). They should also be consistent in following
through with the input received. While it is not always possible to apply every follower’s advice,
leaders can give feedback as to why they were unable to follow through and say that they
appreciate the follower speaking up. Similarly leaders should learn how to express humility.
These leaders who admit their faults and limitations are more willing to receive others’
suggestions and new ideas for advancement, and meanwhile can help to develop an experimental
climate that encourage freely voicing without fear (Li, Liang, Zhang, & Wang, 2018). Past
research shows that a leader who displays humility connotes an accurate self-awareness, and
focuses more on how followers influence the leadership approach (Li, Liang, Zhang, & Wang,
2018). Previous literature indicates that leader humility is positively related to work engagement
which ties to voice behavior (Li, Liang, Zhang, & Wang, 2018).
Butler and Whiting (2019) provide insight into strategies that voicing employees can take to
reduce the amount of threat that voice represents to the voice averse manager. When dealing with
an adverse manager a private setting that reduces the public nature of the suggestion is advised.
Another suggestion is for the voicing employee to begin by conveying gratitude to the leader that
is sincere, in order to show that they are not a threat. In addition, it is essential to vet, train, and
develop managers so that they are not voice averse to begin with (Butler, & Whiting, 2019).
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Jiang, Gao, and Yang (2018) suggest that followers develop their cognitive and critical
thinking skills in order to increase voice behavior. Employees with better cognitive skills to back
up their advice with high quality suggestions, may have more positive results. Cognitive skills
can endow employees with a strong sense confidence when handling challenging situations
(Jiang, Gao, & Yang, 2018).

80

CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
Research Design
Planning and development for the research design began in fall 2019. An extensive
literature review in combination with the objectives and purpose of this study was used as the
guideline to build the questionnaire. A quantitative approach was used in this study in order to
develop a non-experimental research design for the purpose of determining the correlation
between followership, voice behavior, employee turnover and followership training. This study
proposes that followership, followership training and voice behavior will reduce turnover. A
descriptive survey research design was deemed appropriate for this study, because typical survey
studies are used to assess attitudes, preferences, opinions, practices, procedures, and
demographics.
An approval form for research involving human subjects was submitted to the
Institutional Review Board. The approval form was accepted and approved in March 2020, (See
Appendix A). A descriptive questionnaire survey was designed and distributed electronically
(See Appendix B). Changes and modifications were made to the questionnaire based on relevant
terms used in the hospitality field as well as simplistic terms for the ease of the survey taker.
Population and Sample Selection
The target population for this study was restaurant workers within Northwest Arkansas.
This includes front and back of house employees. It would be impossible to survey every
restaurant worker in the area; therefore, a snowball sampling method was used to collect the
data. The researcher felt that using snowball sampling would allow for a wider representation
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that would reach more individuals within the restaurant community in Northwest Arkansas. The
researcher, in consultation with her faculty advisor, identified a sample of restaurant workers
through personal connections. An analysis of groups on Facebook related to restaurants in
Northwest Arkansas was completed on February 5, 2020. The researcher joined these various
groups and posted the link to the survey for restaurant workers to complete. An advertisement
was also placed in the local Newswire, the email newsletter of the University of Arkansas.
Participants were invited to complete the survey at the beginning of March 2020.
Instrumentation
A self-administered online survey was developed using information from the literature
review. The survey was broken down into sections. The first two sections were regarding
followership. The third section covered training and the fourth section discussed turnover.
Following was a section devoted to voice behavior. Last was the demographics section. The
followership sections used a Likert scale ranging from never to always (Section 1) and strongly
disagree to strongly agree (Section 2). The first part of section 3 used a rank order to determine
which followership training scenarios were most important to them. This was conducted on a
scale of 1-10, with 1 being very important and 10 being not important at all. The second half of
the training section consisted of three yes or no questions. The entire turnover section used yes or
no questions as well. Section 5 on voice behavior went back to a Likert scale ranging from
strongly disagree to strongly agree. A focus group consisting of hospitality experts was used to
test the content validity, reliability, and clarity of the questionnaire. As a result of the focus
group, there were changes made to the questionnaire. Several suggestions were made regarding
terminology and formatting.
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Data Analysis
Descriptive statistics were performed from demographic data to establish information
about the characteristics of the sample used in this study, including race, gender, and age.
Data was coded and analyzed with the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS Inc,
2019). The first part of the data analysis involved a demographic profile of respondents.
Demographic data from the questionnaires was tabulated using frequency and percentages.

Response Rate
Snowball sampling was used to collect online surveys via Qualtrics. Snowball sampling
is a non-probability sampling technique. Response rate could not be calculated because snowball
sampling was used. There is no viable response rate when snowball sampling is used because
there was not a specific population size chosen to receive and complete the survey. However, a
total of 114 respondents participated in the study, and a total of 36 were deemed to be usable.

Demographic Summary
A majority of the respondents for this study were females (66.7%). Roughly 70.3% of the
respondents’ age ranged from 18 – 34 years old, with a majority (48.1%) classifying in the 18-24
year old range. The ethnicity of respondents concluded that 92.6% are not of Hispanic, Latino, or
Spanish origin. White was the most common race of the respondents at 88.9%. Most of
respondents had achieved completed some college (44.4%). The marital status of the respondents
concluded that most of them were single (70.4%). Of the 4 who were married 3 of them said that
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their spouse is currently working, and 1 preferred not to say. The household income of the
respondents mainly fell into the categories of $0 - $49,999 at 73.1%. The amount of children that
live in the household was mainly 0 (61.5%) while having 1 child came in second at 23.1%.
Respondents mainly had 1 job (61.5%) while 34.6% had 2 jobs. The respondents came from a
well-rounded background of job positions. Of the options listed the top position was a server
which 18 of the 36 respondents said they were (50%). With the top position being a server it
makes sense that 76.9% of the respondents are hourly employees. Most respondents considered
their position to be part time (57.7%). The mode for the length of time in their current job and
within the industry was 0 – 4 years long (see Tables 7-10 for details)
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Table 7 Demographic Characteristics of Respondents: Age, Sex, Education, Ethnicity and Race
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Under 18

2

5.60%

7.40%

7.40%

18 - 24

13

36.10%

48.10%

55.60%

25 - 34

6

16.70%

22.20%

77.80%

35 - 49

2

5.60%

7.40%

85.20%

50 - 64

3

8.30%

11.10%

96.30%

65 or older

1

2.80%

3.70%

100.00%

Total

27

75.00%

100.00%

Male

8

22.20%

29.60%

29.60%

Female

18

50.00%

66.70%

96.30%

Other

1

2.80%

3.70%

100.00%

Total

27

75.00%

100.00%

Some high school

2

5.60%

7.40%

7.40%

High school or equivalent

3

8.30%

11.10%

18.50%

Trade or vocational degree

2

5.60%

7.40%

25.90%

Some college

12

33.30%

44.40%

70.40%

Associates degree

3

8.30%

11.10%

81.50%

Bachelor's degree

3

8.30%

11.10%

92.60%

Master's degree

2

5.60%

7.40%

100.00%

Total

27

75.00%

100.00%

Age

Sex

Education
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Table 7 (Cont.)
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Hispanic or Latino or
Spanish origin

2

5.60%

7.40%

7.40%

Not Hispanic or Latino or
Spanish origin

25

69.40%

92.60%

100.00%

Total

27

75.00%

100.00%

Black or African
American

1

2.80%

3.70%

3.70%

White

24

66.70%

88.90%

92.60%

Other

2

5.60%

7.40%

100.00%

Total

27

75.00%

100.00%

Ethnicity

Race

Table 8 Demographic Characteristics of Respondents: Marital Status, Spouse Working, Income,
Children, Jobs
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Single

19

52.80%

70.40%

70.40%

Married

4

11.10%

14.80%

85.20%

Widowed

1

2.80%

3.70%

88.90%

Divorced

3

8.30%

11.10%

100.00%

Total

27

75.00%

100.00%

Marital Status
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Table 8 (Cont.)
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Yes

3

8.30%

75.00%

75.00%

Prefer not to say

1

2.80%

25.00%

100.00%

Total

4

11.10%

100.00%

$0 - $24,999

9

25.00%

Ma

34.60%

$25,000 - $49,999

10

27.80%

38.50%

73.10%

$50,000 - $74,999

3

8.30%

11.50%

84.60%

$75,000 - $99,999

1

2.80%

3.80%

88.50%

$100,000 - $149,999

2

5.60%

7.70%

96.20%

$150,000 or more

1

2.80%

3.80%

100.00%

Total

26

72.20%

100.00%

0

16

44.40%

61.50%

61.50%

1

6

16.70%

23.10%

84.60%

2

2

5.60%

7.70%

92.30%

4

1

2.80%

3.80%

96.20%

10

1

2.80%

3.80%

100.00%

Total

26

72.20%

100.00%

1

16

44.40%

61.50%

61.50%

2

9

25.00%

34.60%

96.20%

More than 5

1

2.80%

3.80%

100.00%

Total

26

72.20%

100.00%

Spouse Working

Income

Children

Jobs

87

Table 9 Demographic Characteristics of Respondents: Job Position
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Host

5

13.90%

100.00%

100.00%

Server

18

50.00%

100.00%

100.00%

Server assistant

4

11.10%

100.00%

100.00%

Bartender

3

8.30%

100.00%

100.00%

Delivery driver

1

2.80%

100.00%

100.00%

Cashier

7

19.40%

100.00%

100.00%

Busser

4

11.10%

100.00%

100.00%

Prep cook

1

2.80%

100.00%

100.00%

Line cook

2

5.60%

100.00%

100.00%

Dish washer

2

5.60%

100.00%

100.00%

Management

5

13.90%

100.00%

100.00%

Other

6

16.70%

100.00%

100.00%

Position

Table 10 Demographic Characteristics of Respondents: Job Title, Work Amount, Length of
Position, Length in Industry, Restaurant Type
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Hourly employee

20

55.60%

76.90%

76.90%

Shift supervisor

3

8.30%

11.50%

88.50%

Salaried management

2

5.60%

7.70%

96.20%

Other

1

2.80%

3.80%

100.00%

Total

26

72.20%

100.00%

Job Title
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Table 10 (Cont.)
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Full time

11

30.60%

42.30%

42.30%

Part time

15

41.70%

57.70%

100.00%

Total

26

72.20%

100.00%

0 - 4 years

20

55.60%

76.90%

76.90%

5 - 9 years

2

5.60%

7.70%

84.60%

10 - 14 years

2

5.60%

7.70%

92.30%

15 - 19 years

2

5.60%

7.70%

100.00%

Total

26

72.20%

100.00%

0 - 4 years

14

38.90%

53.80%

53.80%

5 - 9 years

4

11.10%

15.40%

69.20%

10 - 14 years

4

11.10%

15.40%

84.60%

15 - 19 years

4

11.10%

15.40%

100.00%

Total

26

72.20%

100.00%

Quick service

1

2.80%

3.80%

3.80%

Casual dining

22

61.10%

84.60%

88.50%

Fine dining

3

8.30%

11.50%

100.00%

Total

26

72.20%

100.00%

Work Amount

Length of Position

Length in Industry

Type of Restaurant
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Summary

Determining the usable amount of surveys, the main criteria that was used to eliminate
non-viable responses was the amount completed. For the purpose of this study it was decided to
remove survey responses that were less than 50% complete. To be able to run statistical data
through SPSS on the information collected from the survey, there needs to be a minimum
number of respondents. To meet this minimum, it was decided that when determining the usable
responses that the data would be kept from 1 quick service dining participant and 3 fine dining
participants. A majority (22) of the respondents said they worked in a casual dining restaurant
though. We limited the location to Northwest Arkansas. There were no responses that included a
city outside of the defined Northwest Arkansas area; however several respondents decided to
leave this question blank. It was decided that due to the low response rate that as long as they
completed over half of the survey that their responses would be included in the analysis.
As previously mentioned there was originally 114 respondents due to the criteria we set
only 36 responses were usable (31.58%). Most of the respondents did not complete the survey
once starting it. It is believed that there are 2 factors as to the cause of such a low response rate.
The first reason may be that respondents were overwhelmed. The survey took around 10 minutes
long. This may be longer than these participants are willing to spend on taking a survey. In order
to combat this, the survey was broken into sections with each section having a varied format of
questions to answer. Since the survey was distributed through a snowball and convenience
sample instead of an email list, there was no way to contact these individuals in order to remind
them to finish the survey. The second factor however was one that no one predicted. During the
time frame of this study is when the coronavirus (COVID-19) outbreak occurred. The pandemic
led to the shutdown of all sit down restaurants in this area, making it useless and dangerous to
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distribute the survey in person. While many restaurants still performed carryout and delivery
orders, taking this survey was not the top priority of people in this industry during this time.
Many restaurant workers lost their jobs during the outbreak because most people were staying
home. The fear of becoming ill and financial struggles, led to the ending of the survey.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Chapter 3 elaborated on the research methodologies that were used to investigate the
research questions. Through the utilization of statistical analysis techniques, this chapter presents
the results of the proposed research questions. Descriptive statistics were used to provide a
demographic profile of the participants. Inferential statistics were utilized to compare responses
between male and female respondents.
The purpose of this study is to explore the leadership theory of followership in restaurants
to examine the connections between followership training, voice behavior and employee
turnover rates.
A series of questions was developed in order to determine the levels of followership and
voice behavior of the respondents. Table 11 highlights the first category of followership
questions that was asked of the respondents. These questions focused on the level of frequency
that the respondent participated to the example of followership given. It was determined based
on the responses that two questions were not viable as they were confusing to the respondents;
therefore, they are not reported in the findings. The rest of the responses clearly show that the
respondents believed that they had high levels of followership within this category. Respondents
indicated that they agreed with the all four of the followership frequency questions by the
majority answering frequently or always to this set of questions. The question with the lowest
rating out of the four questions was the “respondent being highly energized by their leader.” The
question with the highest rating was the “leader being able to give the respondent a difficult task
knowing that they will meet the deadline.” This highlights that while the respondents rated both
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questions highly, the respondents believed that their own work was more important than their
relations with their leader.
Table 11 Followership Frequency
Question

Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

2

5.60%

5.60%

5.60%

15

41.70%

41.70%

47.20%

19

52.80%

52.80%

100.00%

Never

1

2.80%

2.80%

2.80%

Rarely

2

5.60%

5.60%

8.30%

Occasionally

6

16.70%

16.70%

25.00%

Frequently

16

44.40%

44.40%

69.40%

Always

11

30.60%

30.60%

100.00%

1

2.80%

2.90%

2.90%

17

47.20%

48.60%

51.40%

17

47.20%

48.60%

100.00%

Never

1

2.80%

2.80%

2.80%

Rarely

5

13.90%

13.90%

16.70%

Occasionally

13

36.10%

36.10%

52.80%

Frequently

12

33.30%

33.30%

86.10%

Always

5

13.90%

13.90%

100.00%

Option

Can your leaders give Occasionally
you a difficult task
Frequently
knowing you will meet
the deadline?
Always
I am highly committed
to my leaders.

When you are not the Occasionally
leader, do you still
Frequently
contribute at a high
level, doing more than
Always
your share?
I am highly energized
by my leaders.

The next series of questions reviewed the respondents’ level of agreement regarding job
performance and followership. This means that instead of looking at how often the respondents
participated to the example of followership given, this series of questions examined the
agreement level of the respondent. Table 12 displays a set of these questions and the
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respondents’ answers. Most of the questions displayed in Table 12 are strongly swayed towards
high levels of followership, however internally questioning leaders was not rated as highly as the
other three questions.
Table 12 Followership Agreement
Question

Option

Frequency

Percent

Valid
Percent

Cumulative
Percent

I try to solve tough
problems (technical or
organizational), rather
than look to a leader
to do it for me.

Neither Agree or
Disagree

3

8.30%

8.30%

8.30%

Agree

21

58.30%

58.30%

66.70%

Strongly Agree

12

33.30%

33.30%

100.00%

I help out other coworkers, making them
look good, even when
I don't get any credit.

Neither Agree or
Disagree

4

11.10%

11.10%

11.10%

Agree

19

52.80%

52.80%

63.90%

Strongly Agree

13

36.10%

36.10%

100.00%

Strongly Disagree

1

2.80%

2.90%

2.90%

Disagree

7

19.40%

20.00%

22.90%

Neither Agree or
Disagree

12

33.30%

34.30%

57.10%

Agree

12

33.30%

34.30%

91.40%

Strongly Agree

3

8.30%

8.60%

100.00%

Neither Agree or
Disagree

2

5.60%

5.60%

5.60%

Agree

24

66.70%

66.70%

72.20%

Strongly Agree

10

27.80%

27.80%

100.00%

I make a habit of
internally questioning
the wisdom of the
leaders' decision,
rather than just doing
what I am told.

I actively and
honestly own my
strengths and
weaknesses.
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Similar to Table 12, Table 13 also looks at the agreement levels of the respondents based
on the respondent’s job performance and followership and was a part of the second section of the
survey regarding followership. However, Table 13 examines questions that were similar but with
a slight change in meaning. For example the first two questions in table 13 refer to tasks that go
above and beyond their job. The first question looks at their ability to seek these tasks out
compared to the second question which asks about their ability to complete the tasks. The
questions were placed sporadically within the second section of the survey in order for the
respondent to recognize them as a different question.
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Table 13 Followership Agreement Contrast
Question

Option

Frequency

Percent

Valid
Percent

Cumulative
Percent

I take the initiative to
seek out tasks that go
above and beyond my
job.

Disagree

4

11.10%

11.10%

11.10%

Neither Agree or
Disagree

2

5.60%

5.60%

16.70%

Agree

19

52.80%

52.80%

69.40%

Strongly Agree

11

30.60%

30.60%

100.00%

Disagree

3

8.30%

8.30%

8.30%

Neither Agree or
Disagree

4

11.10%

11.10%

19.40%

Agree

16

44.40%

44.40%

63.90%

Strongly Agree

13

36.10%

36.10%

100.00%

Strongly Disagree

1

2.80%

2.80%

2.80%

Disagree

4

11.10%

11.10%

13.90%

Neither Agree or
Disagree

12

33.30%

33.30%

47.20%

Agree

13

36.10%

36.10%

83.30%

Strongly Agree

6

16.70%

16.70%

100.00%

Strongly Disagree

1

2.80%

2.80%

2.80%

Disagree

7

19.40%

19.40%

22.20%

Neither Agree or
Disagree

11

30.60%

30.60%

52.80%

Agree

12

33.30%

33.30%

86.10%

Strongly Agree

5

13.90%

13.90%

100.00%

I take the initiative to
successfully complete
tasks that go above
and beyond my job.

I assert my views on
important issues, even
though it might mean
conflict with other
employees.

I assert my views on
important issues, even
though it might mean
punishment from my
leaders.
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Table 13 (Cont.)
Question

Option

Frequency

Percent

Valid
Percent

Cumulative
Percent

I help my leaders see
both the upside
potential and
downside risks of
ideas or plans, playing
the devil's advocate if
need be.

Disagree

3

8.30%

8.30%

8.30%

Neither Agree or
Disagree

4

11.10%

11.10%

19.40%

Agree

24

66.70%

66.70%

86.10%

Strongly Agree

5

13.90%

13.90%

100.00%

I help other
employees see both
the upside potential
and downside risks of
ideas or plans, playing
the devil's advocate if
need be.

Neither Agree or
Disagree

3

8.30%

8.60%

8.60%

Agree

23

63.90%

65.70%

74.30%

Strongly Agree

9

25.00%

25.70%

100.00%

I give my best ideas
to my leaders.

Strongly Disagree

1

2.80%

2.80%

2.80%

Disagree

1

2.80%

2.80%

5.60%

Neither Agree or
Disagree

5

13.90%

13.90%

19.40%

Agree

20

55.60%

55.60%

75.00%

Strongly Agree

9

25.00%

25.00%

100.00%

Disagree

2

5.60%

5.60%

5.60%

Neither Agree or
Disagree

2

5.60%

5.60%

11.10%

Agree

18

50.00%

50.00%

61.10%

Strongly Agree

14

38.90%

38.90%

100.00%

I give my best
performance to my
leaders.
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Table 13 (Cont.)
Question
I understand my
leaders' needs.

I understand my
leaders' goals.

I act on my own
ethical standards
rather than other
employees standards.

I act on my own
ethical standards
rather than the
leaders' standards.

Option

Frequency

Percent

Valid
Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Disagree

3

8.30%

8.30%

8.30%

Neither Agree or
Disagree

4

11.10%

11.10%

19.40%

Agree

18

50.00%

50.00%

69.40%

Strongly Agree

11

30.60%

30.60%

100.00%

Strongly Disagree

1

2.80%

2.80%

2.80%

Disagree

5

13.90%

13.90%

16.70%

Neither Agree or
Disagree

2

5.60%

5.60%

22.20%

Agree

18

50.00%

50.00%

72.20%

Strongly Agree

10

27.80%

27.80%

100.00%

Disagree

2

5.60%

5.60%

5.60%

Neither Agree or
Disagree

7

19.40%

19.40%

25.00%

Agree

13

36.10%

36.10%

61.10%

Strongly Agree

14

38.90%

38.90%

100.00%

Disagree

4

11.10%

11.40%

11.40%

Neither Agree or
Disagree

13

36.10%

37.10%

48.60%

Agree

10

27.80%

28.60%

77.10%

Strongly Agree

8

22.20%

22.90%

100.00%
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Table 13 (Cont.)
Question

Option

Frequency

Percent

Valid
Percent

Cumulative
Percent

I independently think
up new ideas that will
contribute
significantly to the
organization.

Disagree

3

8.30%

8.30%

8.30%

Neither Agree or
Disagree

5

13.90%

13.90%

22.20%

Agree

20

55.60%

55.60%

77.80%

Strongly Agree

8

22.20%

22.20%

100.00%

Strongly Disagree

1

2.80%

2.90%

2.90%

Disagree

3

8.30%

8.60%

11.40%

Neither Agree or
Disagree

7

19.40%

20.00%

31.40%

Agree

18

50.00%

51.40%

82.90%

Strongly Agree

6

16.70%

17.10%

100.00%

I independently think
up new ideas that will
contribute
significantly to my
leaders.

The level of voice behavior was tested through similar means to followership. The voice
behavior questions focused on the level of agreement according to the respondent’s job
performance and followership. Table 14 displays the voice behavior questions asked and how the
respondents’ answered. Based on the frequencies and percentages, the respondents overall
believed that they had high levels of voice behavior. They were more likely to voice opinions
that would embarrass others compared to embarrassing themselves. While respondents said that
they overall agreed that they would proactively develop and make suggestions for issues that
may influence their restaurant, most of the respondents said that they didn’t proactively suggest
new projects which would be beneficial to the work at their restaurant.
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Table 14 Voice Behavior Frequency
Question

Frequency

Percent

Valid
Percent

Cumulative
Percent

7

19.40%

26.90%

26.90%

4

11.10%

15.40%

42.30%

11

30.60%

42.30%

84.60%

4

11.10%

15.40%

100.00%

1

2.80%

3.60%

3.60%

7

19.40%

25.00%

28.60%

7

19.40%

25.00%

53.60%

Agree

9

25.00%

32.10%

85.70%

Strongly Agree

4

11.10%

14.30%

100.00%

Disagree

5

13.90%

17.90%

17.90%

Neither Agree nor
Disagree

7

19.40%

25.00%

42.90%

Agree

10

27.80%

35.70%

78.60%

Strongly Agree

6

16.70%

21.40%

100.00%

1

2.80%

3.60%

3.60%

11

30.60%

39.30%

42.90%

5

13.90%

17.90%

60.70%

Agree

6

16.70%

21.40%

82.10%

Strongly Agree

5

13.90%

17.90%

100.00%

Option

Disagree
I voice opinions on
things that might affect
Neither Agree nor
efficiency in my
Disagree
restaurant, even if that
would embarrass
Agree
others.
Strongly Agree
Strongly Disagree
I voice opinions on
things that might affect
Disagree
efficiency in my
restaurant, even if that Neither Agree nor
would embarrass me.
Disagree

I proactively develop
and make suggestions
for issues that may
influence my
restaurant.

Strongly Disagree
I proactively suggest
new projects which are
Disagree
beneficial to the work
my restaurant.
Neither Agree nor
Disagree

100

Table 14 (Cont.)
Question
I raise suggestions to
improve my
restaurant’s working
procedure.

Option

Frequency

Percent

Valid
Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Disagree

6

16.70%

21.40%

21.40%

Neither Agree nor
Disagree

4

11.10%

14.30%

35.70%

Agree

11

30.60%

39.30%

75.00%

Strongly Agree

7

19.40%

25.00%

100.00%

4

11.10%

14.30%

14.30%

4

11.10%

14.30%

28.60%

17

47.20%

60.70%

89.30%

3

8.30%

10.70%

100.00%

5

13.90%

17.90%

17.90%

5

13.90%

17.90%

35.70%

15

41.70%

53.60%

89.30%

3

8.30%

10.70%

100.00%

4

11.10%

14.80%

14.80%

4

11.10%

14.80%

29.60%

11

30.60%

40.70%

70.40%

Strongly Agree

8

22.20%

29.60%

100.00%

Strongly Disagree

1

2.80%

3.60%

3.60%

Disagree

5

13.90%

17.90%

21.40%

Neither Agree nor
Disagree

7

19.40%

25.00%

46.40%

Agree

10

27.80%

35.70%

82.10%

Strongly Agree

5

13.90%

17.90%

100.00%

Disagree
I proactively voice out
constructive
Neither Agree nor
suggestions that help
Disagree
my restaurant reach its
goals.
Agree
Strongly Agree
Disagree
I make constructive
suggestions to improve
Neither Agree nor
my restaurant’s
Disagree
operation.
Agree
Strongly Agree
Disagree
I advise other
colleagues against
Neither Agree nor
undesirable behaviors
Disagree
that would damage job
performance.
Agree

I speak up honestly
with problems that
might cause serious
loss to my restaurant,
even if different
opinions exist.
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Table 14 (Cont.)
Question
I point out problems
when they appear in
my restaurant, even if
that would damage
relationships with
other colleagues.

I proactively report
problems in my
restaurant to my
leaders.

Option

Frequency

Percent

Valid
Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly Disagree

1

2.80%

3.60%

3.60%

Disagree

2

5.60%

7.10%

10.70%

Neither Agree nor
Disagree

9

25.00%

32.10%

42.90%

Agree

9

25.00%

32.10%

75.00%

Strongly Agree

7

19.40%

25.00%

100.00%

Strongly Disagree

1

2.80%

3.60%

3.60%

Disagree

2

5.60%

7.10%

10.70%

Neither Agree nor
Disagree

3

8.30%

10.70%

21.40%

Agree

12

33.30%

42.90%

64.30%

Strongly Agree

10

27.80%

35.70%

100.00%

Overall understanding that the respondents believe that they mostly had high levels of
followership and voice behavior sets up the foundation of how they answered the other questions
in the survey. The respondents thought of themselves as good employees who practiced
followership at work and would speak up if necessary. This may impact how they viewed
followership’s effect on turnover, how followership and voice behavior are correlated, the need
and effectiveness of followership training, and how followership training could help in their
restaurant to reduce turnover among other positive outcomes.
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Research Question 1: Would instituting the theory of followership decrease employee
turnover rates?

This study was interested in restaurant employees’ perception on followership and how it
correlates with turnover. To examine the relationship a series of frequency and descriptive tests
were conducted. In the turnover section of the questionnaire, nine questions were asked about the
relationship between followership and turnover such as “Do you think that training on
followership would decrease employee turnover?” This question was analyzed to determine if
restaurant employees believed that there was a relationship. Based on the data, results showed
that restaurant employees believe that implementing the theory of followership would decrease
employee turnover rates. The descriptive data showed that there was 1 as a minimum, 2 as a
maximum, with the mean being 1.33 and the standard deviation as 0.478. Looking at the same
question, it can be determined if there were any statistical differences in the way that males and
females answered. There were 14 females (77.77%) who said that they believed that training on
followership would decrease employee turnover compared to males which only 5 (62.5%)
answered yes. While this may be significant from a gender aspect, it should be noted that there
were more females respondents in this study than male; therefore, a true representation cannot be
determined. There was also one person who identified as gender fluid who answered no to this
question. See Table 15 for details.

103

Table 15 Followership’s Effect on Turnover
Frequencies
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

Yes

24

66.70%

66.70%

66.70%

No

12

33.30%

33.30%

100.00%

Total

36

100.00%

100.00%

Descriptive Statistics
N

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

Std. Deviation

36

1

2

1.33

0.478

Gender Differences
Yes

No

Total

Male

5

3

8

Female

14

4

18

Other

0

1

1

Total

19

8

27

Research Question 2: Are restaurant employees more likely to express voice behavior to
their managers if they used followership in their establishments?

This study was interested in knowing if voice behavior would increase if followership
increased. At the end of the training section of the questionnaire there were three “yes” or “no”
questions. One of which was “Do you think that training on followership would increase
employee’s willingness to speak up (voice behavior)?” Based on the responses, it was
established that restaurant employees were more likely to express voice behavior if followership
increased. In addition, 77.8% of the respondents agreed with this statement. The descriptive data
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showed that there was 1 as a minimum, 2 as a maximum, with the mean being 1.22 and the
standard deviation as 0.422. The amount of males that agreed was 5 (62.50%) while women were
more likely to agree as 16 females (88.89%) answered yes to this question. There was also one
person who identified as gender fluid who answered no to this question. See Table 16 for details.
Table 16 Followership’s Effect on Voice Behavior
Frequencies
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

Yes

28

77.80%

77.80%

77.80%

No

8

22.20%

22.20%

100.00%

Total

36

100.00%

100.00%

Descriptive Statistics
N

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

Std. Deviation

36

1

2

1.22

0.422

Gender Differences
Yes

No

Total

Male

5

3

8

Female

16

2

18

Other

0

1

1

Total

21

6

27

Research Question 3: Do employees believe in the effectiveness of followership when an
information session on followership is presented during new worker orientation/training?

This study was interested in establishing the need for followership training. One of the
questions in the training section of the questionnaire asked “Do you think there should be
training on followership?” It was ascertained by the data that a majority of the respondents
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(80.6%) thought that there should be training opportunities for followership at their restaurant.
The descriptive data showed that there was 1 as a minimum, 2 as a maximum, with the mean
being 1.19 and the standard deviation as 0.401. The female respondents exemplified a higher
percentage (88.89%) who agreed that there should be training on followership, compared to the
75% of males who agreed. There was also one person who identified as gender fluid who
answered no to this question. See Table 17 for details.

106

Table 17 Followership Training
Frequencies
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

Yes

29

80.60%

80.60%

80.60%

No

7

19.40%

19.40%

100.00%

Total

36

100.00%

100.00%

Descriptive Statistics
N

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

Std. Deviation

36

1

2

1.19

0.401

Sex Differences
Yes

No

Total

Male

6

2

8

Female

16

2

18

Other

0

1

1

Total

22

5

27

Research Question 4: Do employees believe that participating in a followership exercise on
the job or in training would be beneficial in creating open lines of communication?

This study was interested in knowing if restaurant employees were interested in
participating in training that would create open lines of communication. In order to determine
this, on the questionnaire, a series of followership training scenarios were given and the
respondents were asked to rank the followership training scenarios on a scale of 1-10 with 1
being very important and 10 being not important at all. The top four scenarios based on the
means were: 1) open discussions on how to express concerns or suggestions, 2) training of
leaders to empower employees, 3) open discussions on how to improve followership skills, and
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4) communicating a culture of welcoming input. Based on this information, it was concluded that
restaurant employees believe that followership training would be beneficial in creating open lines
of communication. See Table 18 for details.
Table 18 Followership Training Scenarios
N

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

Std. Deviation

Open discussions on how to
express concerns or
suggestions

32

1

9

3.34

2.149

Training of leaders to
empower employees

32

1

10

4.09

2.506

Open discussions on how to
improve followership skills

32

1

10

4.84

2.725

Communicating a culture of
welcoming input

32

1

10

4.97

2.845

Training of leaders to be less
opposing to feedback
(improving their listening
skills)

32

1

10

5.00

2.840

Training of leaders to give
honest performance appraisals
in a timely manner

32

1

10

5.31

2.375

Discussing followership in
performance appraisals

32

3

10

6.34

2.391

Communicating a culture of
addressing all input (even, if
not implemented)

32

1

10

6.66

2.598

Communicating a culture of
always working on
improvement

32

1

10

6.94

2.355

Team building activities

32

1

10

7.50

3.282
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CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSION
Summary of Research
Chapters 3 and 4 elaborated on the methodology of the study and statistical analyses of
the results. This section provides a summary of the study, conclusions based on the results from
the previous chapter, and suggestions for future studies.
The purpose of this study is to explore the leadership theory of followership in restaurants
to examine the connections between followership training, voice behavior and employee
turnover rates. A non-experimental research design was utilized for the purpose of determining
the correlation between followership, voice behavior, employee turnover and followership
training. A descriptive questionnaire survey was designed and distributed electronically to
restaurant employees. The specific research questions used in this study, which served as the
framework for the quantitative analyses, were:
1. Would instituting the theory of followership decrease employee turnover rates?
2. Are restaurant employees more likely to express voice behavior to their managers if they
used followership in their establishments?
3. Do employees believe in the effectiveness of followership when an information session
on followership is presented during new worker orientation/training?
4. Do employees believe that participating in a followership exercise on the job or in
training would be beneficial in creating open lines of communication?
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It is important to reiterate the impact of COVID-19 on this study. The surveys were first
distributed March 6th, 2020. By March 19th, 2020 restaurants in Arkansas were ordered to close
dine in operations limiting them to carry out, drive through and delivery orders only (Arkansas
Expands Restrictions, 2020). This was done in order to try to help prevent the spreading of the
disease. As of April 23rd, 2020 there was 865,585 total cases in the United States and 48,816
deaths due to COVID-19 (Center for Disease Control and Prevention, 2020). In Arkansas alone
there were 2,465 cases (Center for Disease Control and Prevention, 2020) with 132 within the
counties of the respondents of the survey (Arkansas Department of Health, 2020). It is clear to
see that there was widespread panic due to the pandemic. People were too worried about losing
their jobs, to participate in a survey. Two out of three restaurant employees lost their jobs
because of the virus (National Restaurant Association Info Graphic, 2020). That is 8 million
restaurant employees who have been laid off or furloughed (National Restaurant Association
Info Graphic, 2020). That is because during the pandemic 4 in 10 restaurants are closed
(National Restaurant Association Info Graphic, 2020). Subsequently this resulted in $80 billion
in sales by the end of April 2020 (National Restaurant Association Info Graphic, 2020). The loss
during this time will not be forgotten. Many restaurants will not be able to be able to reopen due
to the coronavirus.
Conclusions
The results of this study indicated that there is a relationship between followership training,
voice behavior and employee turnover rates. The statistical testing revealed that respondents
believed that followership would decrease turnover. There was one question in the survey which
asked if respondents believed that training on followership would decrease turnover. There were
24 respondents (66.7%) who said yes compared to the 12 respondents (33.3%) who said no.
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Since this was the closest worded question that answers the research question “Would instituting
the theory of followership decrease employee turnover rates?” this was a strong indicator that
there was a negative relationship between followership and employee turnover. There were other
questions that backed this theory up. Along with asking the question specifically, the survey also
had questions related to motivations of turnover. As previously discussed in chapter 2, there are
many reasons why someone may want to leave a job. Job satisfaction, organizational
commitment, stress levels, customer service, follower/leader relationship, working conditions,
and burnout are all factors that are known to effect turnover. Based on the known relationship
between these elements and turnover, questions were asked about the factors relationship with
followership. Astoundingly all of the questions came back as agreeing that followership would
help with those specific elements, which in turn effects turnover. This thus further supports the
claim the respondents believe that instituting the theory of followership would decrease
employee turnover rates.
The fact that followership could help turnover within the hospitality industry is something
that shouldn’t be taken lightly. The hospitality industry is known for having high levels of
turnover (Self & Dewald, 2011; Mohsin & Lengler, 2015). In restaurants specifically the
turnover rate was at about 74.9% in 2018 (National Restaurant Association, 2019). Reductions
in the amount of money and time spent in training and retraining employees would save a
restaurant significantly. Therefore, it stands to reason that if more leadership specifically
followership was introduced into the initial training of restaurant employees the outcome would
be a reduction in turnover and more money to the bottom line of a restaurants profit and loss
statement.
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Justified by the results in chapter 4, it is recognized that followership would increase voice
behavior. Of the 36 respondents, 28 (77.8%) agreed with the statement “Do you think that
training on followership would increase employee’s willingness to speak up (voice behavior)?”
This shows a positive correlation between followership and voice behavior. Due to most of the
literature on followership theory which state that part of this theory is built on a followers’
willingness to speak up, it is not surprising to see this result. It is believed that to be a good
follower one must learn how to express and utilize the concept of voice behavior (Chaleff, 2008).
This is one possible reason why when looking at the gender differences on the question: “Do you
think that training on followership would increase employee’s willingness to speak up (voice
behavior)?” we see a clear distinction of more females (62.50%) who answered yes compared to
males (88.89%).
Research conducted by Braun, et. al (2017), suggested that women are better followers
because they are more communicative. This would correspond with the data above; however,
looking at the data of followership and voice behavior levels as a whole tells a different story.
Comparing the average percentages on questions related to voice behavior show that males on
average (64.39%) were more likely to have higher levels of voice behavior compared to females
(58.94%). This supports the work of Wang, Weng, McElroy, Ashkanasy, & Lievens (2014),
which stated that males were more likely to express voice behavior. The same is true when
comparing the gender differences for the questions related to followership levels. Males
averaged a 78.17% rating compared to females who had a 74.20% rating.
While males were more likely to rate themselves as having higher levels of followership and
voice behavior it is important to recognize that there was only around a 4 – 5 % difference for
both categories, thus making them fairly comparable. This is supported by McAuley (2016), who
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believed that followership attributes are similar between genders. It should also be taken into
consideration that there were only 8 males compared to 18 females on average who answered
these questions. Further research should be done on the aspect of gender differences that has an
even number of females and males in the sample.
Another reason why there are some differences is that there may be some bias in the sense of
self-efficacy (Cervone & Palmer, 1990). This entails that the respondents may believe that they
are better followers than they actually are. For example a respondent may have answered that
believe that they can actively and honestly evaluate their own strengths and weaknesses, when in
reality they see many strengths and few weaknesses, even if this is not the case. People often
want to believe that they would do the right thing even if it was hard. They may think that they
would voice their opinion even if it embarrasses themselves or others, but when push comes to
shove they may not actually follow through.
Results also suggest that there is a positive relationship between followership and training.
Under the training section, the following question was asked: “Do you think there should be
training on followership?” A total of 80.60% of the respondents believed that there should be
followership training. The effectiveness aspect of the followership training can further be
supported by the question “Do you feel that training on followership would establish a “check
and balance” system: where various procedures would be set in place to reduce mistakes, prevent
improper behavior, or decrease the risk of centralization of control?” Respondents agreed (75%)
that they felt a check and balance system created through followership would be beneficial to
them and their establishment.
Building off previous knowledge from chapter 2, it is clear that training can help. While there
is little research done on followership training, the data shows that there are restaurant
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employees who want followership training and think it would help them in their careers. Experts
agree that followership skills can be taught and improved (Prilipko, 2019; Brown &
Thornborrow, 1996; McAuley, 2016; Uhl-Bien, Riggio, Lowe, & Carsten, 2014). In addition to
reducing turnover, implementing followership training as an aspect in employee training could
encourage employees to stay on with the organization and seek promotions. It is commonly
known that the longer an employee stays with a company and receives promotions the employee
will have increased levels of loyalty and longevity.
There are many ways that scholars believe followership can be improved. This study had
respondents rank the importance of some scenarios previously mentioned in the literature review.
The results ranked by importance by the respondents, with number 1 being the most effective
followership training tool and 10 being the least, are listed below.
1. Open discussions on how to express concerns or suggestions
2. Training of leaders to empower employees
3. Open discussions on how to improve followership skills
4. Communicating a culture of welcoming input
5. Training of leaders to be less opposing to feedback (improving their listening skills)
6. Training of leaders to give honest performance appraisals in a timely manner
7. Discussing followership in performance appraisals
8. Communicating a culture of addressing all input (even, if not implemented)
9. Communicating a culture of always working on improvement
10. Team building activities

Ranking of the training activities illuminated which followership exercises they believed
would be beneficial in creating open lines of communication in their establishments. These
training activities have been used before with good and effective results (Yam, Raybould &
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Gordon, 2018; DiPietro & Bufquin, 2018; Tracey et al., 2015; Self & Dewald, 2011). Since they
can help in other areas like turnover rates, it is clear why these scenarios could be effective in
increasing followership as well. However, without actually implementing these training activities
it cannot be known for certain if they would be effective, but it can be assumed that training in
this area would be somewhat helpful if executed correctly. Training on followership is important
because many leaders are also followers, there are more followers than there are leaders, and the
amount of influence that the followers carry.
Recommendations for Future Research:
This study should not be generalized to large populations due to its small sample size and
specific location. Based on this, it is recommended that further studies should be completed with
larger sample sizes and in multiple locations. Based on the small sample size the most
appropriate testing was frequency, descriptive statistics and cross tabulations. Once a larger
sample size is collected other testing such as Anovas, Regressions or t-tests could be completed.
While certain demographic questions were asked in order to see if there were any
differences between certain groups, because of the small sample size of this study some of these
factors were not able to be accurately evaluated. Further research could be conducted to see if
there was a difference in followership, followership training, or voice behavior for the following
categories: type of restaurant, if they are considered a follower or leader, if they work in the front
or back of house, income, and part or full time employment. In addition, future studies should
strive to have an even sample regarding gender; which was one of the limitations of this study.
Researchers should expand the body of research of this study by applying the knowledge
gained to studies on the effects instead of perceptions. They should ask followers to rate their
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level of followership and compare it to what their leader thinks of their followership skills.
Scholars could conduct exit interviews of restaurant employees to see if the reason they are
leaving has anything to do with followership. They could also implement one or several of the
followership training sessions to record a difference in effectiveness before and after.
Future academics could also dive deeper into followership. They could use restaurant
employees’ personality types as a moderator to followership to see if there is any effect. It also
might be interesting to see if a combination of followership and leadership in a training program
would be more effective than just a leadership or a followership training program.
There are still plenty of studies left to be explored in regards to followership and voice
behavior within the hospitality industry. The more that is learned, the more can be implemented
into restaurants. Research into these topics could potentially have multiple beneficially outcomes
such as increased profits, decreased turnover and better working conditions. With the hospitality
industry being the top employer in the world (Arroyo-López et al., 2017) this research could
affect thousands of lives (prior to Covid-19, which occurred during data collection). It is critical
for restaurants to keep up to date and always striving to be better. This research could help make
people happier and healthier, and everyone wins when that happens.
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SURVEY

Hello my name is Courtney Troxtel and I am a Master’s student with the Food, Human Nutrition
and Hospitality Innovation Program at the University of Arkansas.
I am conducting a study, which has been approved by the University of Arkansas Institutional
Review Board (IRB), to gather information about followership in casual dining restaurants. More
specifically, regarding how followership, voice behavior, employee turnover and followership
training are correlated.
By conducting this online survey, I will be able to gather information about restaurants in the
Northwest Arkansas region of the United States, and gather data to combat employee turnover.
Your contribution is very important to the success of this study. Participation is voluntary. It will
take about 15-20 minutes of your time. If you need to take a break during the survey, you may
return to the place you left off using the same computer. If at any time you wish to end
participation, you may.
The survey is not designed to sell you anything, or solicit money from you in any way. You will
not be contacted at a later date for any sales or solicitations. Participation is anonymous. All
responses will be kept confidential to the extent allowed by law and University policy.
If you have any questions or if you would like to know the results of the study, please contact
Courtney Troxtel at cjtroxte@uark.edu or Dr. Kelly Way at kway@uark.edu.
For questions about your rights as a subject, contact the University of Arkansas Institutional
Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects, University of Arkansas, Fayetteville, AR
72701, 479-575-2208, irb@uark.edu.
Thank you very much for your time and cooperation.

Sincerely,
Courtney Troxtel
Hospitality Graduate Student University of Arkansas

We thank you for your time spent taking this survey.
Your response has been recorded.
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Section 1: Followership

Followership is a process whereby an individual or individuals accept the influence of others to
accomplish a common goal. Followership can also be described from a role based perspective
which looks at how followers can influence their leaders.
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Section 2: Followership

Followership is a process whereby an individual or individuals accept the influence of others to
accomplish a common goal. Followership can also be described from a role based perspective
which looks at how followers can influence their leaders.
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Section 3: Training

Followership is a process whereby an individual or individuals accept the influence of others to
accomplish a common goal. Followership can also be described from a role based perspective
which looks at how followers can influence their leaders.
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Section 4: Turnover

Employee turnover looks at the voluntary and involuntary departure of employees from an
organization. Turnover rates are extremely high in the hospitality industry, recorded at 74.9% in
2018. Please answer the following questions to help determine the relationship between
followership and turnover.

135

136

Section 5: Voice Behavior
Voice behavior is openly stating one’s views or opinions about workplace matters, including the
actions or ideas of others, suggested or needed changes, and alternative approaches or different
lines of reasoning for addressing job-related issues.
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Section 6: Demographics
1. Age
a. Under 18
b. 18-24
c. 25-34
d. 35-49
e. 50-64
f. 65+

2. What is your biological sex?
a. Male
b. Female
c. Prefer not to say
d. Other ________

3. What is your highest degree earned?
a. Some high school
b. High school or equivalent
c. Trade or vocational degree
d. Some college
e. Associates degree
f. Bachelor’s degree
g. Master’s degree
h. Doctorate degree

4. What best describes your ethnicity?
a. Hispanic or Latino or Spanish origin
b. Not Hispanic or Latino or Spanish origin

5. What best describes your race?
a. American Indian or Alaska Native
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b. Asian
c. Black or African American
d. Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
e. White
f. Other ______________

6. Marital status:
a. Single
b. Married
c. Widowed
d. Divorced
e. Other_____________

7. If you are married, is your spouse working?
a. Yes or no

8. What is your household income?
a. $0-$24,999
b. $25,000-$49,999
c. $50,000-$74,999
d. $75,000-$99,999
e. $100,000-$149,999
f. $150,000 or more

9. How many children under the age of 18 do you currently have living at home:
a. (Drop down choice)

10. How many jobs do you currently have?
a. (Drop down choice)
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11. What is your current position? (check all that apply)
a. Host
b. Server
c. Server assistant
d. Bartender
e. Delivery Driver
f. Cashier
g. Busser
h. Prep cook
i. Line cook
j. Dish washer
k. Management
l. Other____

12. Which position title best describes your current work title?
a. Hourly employee
b. Shift supervisor
c. Salaried management
d. Other_____

13. Is your current position full or part time
a. Full time
b. Part time

14. How long have you been in your current position?
a. 0-5 years
b. 5-10 years
c. 10-15 years
d. 15-20 years
e. 20+
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15. How long have you been in the hospitality industry?
a. 0-5 years
b. 5-10 years
c. 10-15 years
d. 15-20 years
e. 20+

16. What do you consider the restaurant you work at to be categorized as?
a. Quick service
b. Casual dining
c. Fine dining

17. What city is your restaurant in?
a. (fill in the blank)
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